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ABSTRACT

A review of the literature regarding gender role identity and gender schema theory
indicates that the identification with traditional gender roles is dependent upon the eogniti\e
organization of one’s perceptions of oneself and others based on gender. The application of
personal construct psychology to the study of gender roles is explored and integrated into the
theory of gender role identification. An empirical study was performed to test the extent to
which traditionally gender-tvped subjects use gender schemata in their descriptions of others.
Subjects generated constructs in a free-response format as opposed to a structured inventory.
These constructs were then classified as to their inclusion in the masculine or feminine
gender role. Subjects who were classified as traditionally gender-typed using the Bern Sex
Role Inventory were found to use more gender-relevant constructs than androgynous and
undifferentiated subjects, and to use those constructs to differentiate males and females to
a greater extent than androgynous and undifferentiated subjects. Traditionally gender-typed
subjects were also more likely to stereotype others as traditionally gender-typed. Cross
gender-typed males generally resembled androgynous and undifferentiated subjects while
cross gender-typed females resembled traditionally gender-typed subjects regarding their use
o f gender role constructs.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this dissertation is to explore the application of George Kelly’s
Personal Construct Psychology {Kelly, 1955) to the issues arising from current gender role
theory and research. An initial review of the gender role literature is provided, with emphasis
on the most current approach, gender schema theory. Gender schema theory' states that
individuals di ffer regarding the extent to which they use traditional gender roles as a basis for
their perceptions of themselves and others.
An introduction to personal construct psychology is also provided with an emphasis
on the literature regarding the experience of identity or "self* and the related topic o f social
interaction. It is suggested here that personal construct psychology can be used as a
framework from which to approach the literature on gender schema.
In reviewing the personal construct psychology literature, a distinction is made
between the dominant research paradigm and Kelly’s original thrust and application of the
theory. A return to Kelly's focus on the content of individuals' cognitive models is
advocated. However, Kelly’s emphasis on the uniqueness of the personal construction
creates a problem regarding the application of his theory to the research on socially
constructed roles. The applicability of personal construct psychology to social roles is
explored and a brief review o f symbolic interactionism is employed to bridge the theoretical
gap between Kelly's personal constructivist approach and socially constructed gender roles.
Empirical research is performed to test whether subjects' identification with gender
role is related to the use of gender role constructs in their personal construct systems. The
extent to which subjects use gender role constructs in their cognitions of themselves and
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others is assessed by reviving a construct elicitation technique that has previously been used
to assess cognitive complexity but has since fallen into disuse.

Gender Role Identity
Perhaps the most pervasive roles in North American society (and most others) are
gender roles. Gender roles are applied to everyone, so much so that we as a society feel the
need to assign gender to every individual we might come across and are willing to place
considerable pressure on individuals who do not conform to our expectations.
Because gender roles are so pervasive, they provide fertile ground for a study
regarding the extent to which subjects identify with social roles and the extent to which they
use social roles in their construing of others. However, before exploring the empirical
literature regarding gender role identity, a brief review of some of the attempts to delineate
how gender expectations differ is in order.
Gender Differences. Bakan (1966) has suggested that human activity can be divided
into two modes of functioning, agency and communion. Agency includes self protection,
expansion, separation and assertion. Communion tends towards contact, openness, union
and relation to others. Bakan described agency as being the normative masculine principle
and communion the normative feminine principle.
Carlson (1971) was able to show that males tend to perceive themselves as
individuals while females are more likely to see themselves in terms of their relationships with
others. Carlson used evidence from the repertory grid to show that males differentiate
themselves from other people to a greater extent than do females. Carlson also claims that
males tend to classify others and see others in objective terms, while females perceive others

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

in subjective and interpretive ways. Males are more emotionally aroused by agentic themes
such as action-adventure movies while females prefer communal themes. Females are more
skilled at communication and are more accepting, cooperative, emotionally expressive, and
concerned with interpersonal relationships than males. Males on the other hand are better
adapted to spatial and qualitative tasks, and are more independent and competitive.
Others have emphasized the male tendency towards instrumentality (Parsons &
Bales. 1955; Volentinc & Brodsky. 1983-84). Instrumentality has to do with independence,
self-reliance, assertiveness and individualism. Females arc again described as more
expressive, empathetic and communicative. Overall, women are seen to be more involved
in their interpersonal relationships, more oriented toward defining themselves in relation to
others. Women tend to place a higher value on interconnectedness and expressiveness and
are more attentive to social stimuli (Minton, 1988).
It seems that women tend more towards a sense of self that is rooted in relationships
with others while men identify themselves with their actions and use their behaviour to
differentiate themselves from others (Gilligan, 1982; Triandis, 1995).
Gender Role and Gender Role Identity. Taking a sociological perspective, one can
argue that the behaviour of men and women is determined not so much by biology but by
social norms, the expectations that we, as a society, have of males and females. Gender role
theory and research is based on this argument A terminology developed in the gender role
literature is reviewed below.
"Sex" is used to refer to the biological classification of individuals as male or female.
"Gender" refers to whether a person identifies him or herself as male or female, as opposed
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4
to an objective biological classification. Gender is a psychological term referring to one’s
identity' within a social context which defines what it means to be male or female in a
particular culture. For the majority of individuals the gender is in agreement with the sex of
the individual and so the terms are almost interchangeable when applied to most subjects
within a culture.
The term "role" refers to a set of behaviours that are expected of those who are
identified as performing a particular function in society. It is derived from a dramaturgical
metaphor in which individuals arc compared to actors playing a prescribed "role" as in a play.
The dramaturgical metaphor is perhaps best utilized by Erving Goffman (1959). According
to this approach, the behaviours of the actor are scripted by society. For example, when one
walks into a dentist's office, one expects certain equipment or props, certain supporting actors
such as a receptionist, and a fairly narrow range of behaviour from the dentist. If the dentist
strays from that set o f behaviours and does something unexpected, this may make his or her
patients uncomfortable.
Expectation states theory (Berger, 1988; Berger et al„ 1977; Berger & Zelditch,
1985; Meeker, 1981) has been developed to explain the process by which individuals come
to have expectations regarding the behaviour of others based on social role or status. One
area of interest has been the effect that gender has on one's expectations regarding
competency or ability at a prescribed task (Berger, Fisek, & Norman, 1989; Foddy &
Smithson, 1989).
In one experiment females were given a pattern recognition task. When told
that their response differed from their male partner, they tended to defer to the male partner
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to a greater extent if they believed the task to be male oriented. When asked what level of
performance they would have to achieve before they were confident in their ability, females
set higher standards for themselves compared to males. Males would raise their standards
when told that the task was female oriented (Foddv & Smithson, 1989).
In the gender role literature, "gender role" refers to the set of behavioral expectations
that persons within a culture attach to others by virtue of their being male or female.
Because failure to live up to the expectations of others can result in negative consequences,
one is pressured into living up to these expectations, and comes to internalize them.
Internalization is the process by which individuals adopt society’s values and expectations as
their own.
"Gender role identity" is not well defined in the literature but is commonly used to
refer to the extent to which an individual identifies with the male or female gender role. In
order to assess gender role identity, Bern (1974) created the Bern Sex Role Inventory
(BSRI). The measure is a self report inventory which consists of items which are descriptive
of personal characteristics and/or social behaviour. The items were selected based on their
being rated as socially appropriate for males or females. The scale yields two scores which
indicate the extent to which subjects identify with the masculine and feminine gender roles.
A version o f the BSRI is provided in Appendix "A".
Bern argued that masculinity and femininity are independent dimensions of
personality, rather than a single bipolar dimension. It is therefore possible for some subjects
to cross gender barriers and engage in behaviours that are consistent with both gender roles.
These people are said to be androgynous. Androgynous subjects either incorporate both
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gender roles into their self-concept or do not base their self-concept on gender role at all
(Bern. 1993).
Bern (1975) showed that androgy nous subjects were able to engage in behaviours
which are associated with one or the other gender role, as the situation warrants, more readily
than gender-typed (masculine or feminine) subjects could. In other words, they were able
to engage in behaviours stereotypical of both gender roles. For example, when left alone in
a room with a kitten, feminine and androgynous subjects (of both sexes) were more likely
than masculine subjects to play with the kitten. Bern explains that playing with a kitten may
be considered to be a feminine behaviour, and thus avoided by masculine subjects, but not
by androgynous subjects.
In a similar study Bern and Lenney (1976) demonstrated that "conventionally
gendered" people (masculine males and feminine females) were more likely than others to
avoid engaging in behaviours that were culturally defined as being inappropriate for their sex.
For example, feminine females would avoid oiling a squeaky hinge while masculine males
would avoid ironing a cloth napkin. If conventionally gendered people found themselves in
a situation in which they must engage in these activities, they were more likely than other
subjects to report having negative feelings about themselves.
Subsequent to these studies, Bern (1977) described another classification based on
the BSRI which she referred to as "Undifferentiated” Undifferentiated subjects are those
who score below the median on both the masculinity and femininity subscales o f the BSRI
and so do not appear to identify with either the masculine or feminine gender role.
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Another researcher {Matteo, 1986; 1988) has found that traditionally gender-typed
subjects (masculine males and feminine females) tend to reject participation in sexinappropriate sports and are more likely to express concerns about the gender
appropriateness of a sport than were androgynous and undifferentiated subjects. Gendertyped subjects also reported significantly less experience and commitment to sexinappropriate sports than androgynous and undifferentiated subjects.
Gender Schema Theory. Bern (1981; 1985) has proposed a gender schema theory
which suggests that sex typing, the psychological process by which children come to identify
with the masculine or feminine gender role, derives from what she calls gender-schematic
processing, which is defined as the readiness to process information about people on the
basis o f gender-linked associations that constitute the gender schema. The theory is
consistent with the social ization process described above. It explains the relationship between
using a schema to organize one's perceptions of people and identifying with a role within that
schema. The use o f the schema to differentiate others must precede the identification with
some aspect o f that schema.
According to Bern, "Whereas it had earlier been assumed that masculinity and
femininity were core dimensions of the human personality, now it is being suggested that
masculinity and femininity were merely cultural stereotypes to which people conform [or fail
to conform] at their peril." (Bern, 1993, pp 120-121). "The important feature of individuals
is thus not whether they engage in some arbitrary set of behaviours that we, as investigators,
happen to call masculine or feminine, but whether individuals spontaneously organize their
self-concepts and their behaviour on the basis of gender" (Bern, 1987, p 309). Bern clearly

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

s
identifies gender roles as being social constructions as opposed to inherent aspects of
personality-, and the topic of interest for Bern is the extent to which individuals use gender
role schemata in their perceptions of themselves and others.
There is an important distinction to be made between gender schema theory and
Bern's earlier work. Bern originally believed that masculinity and femininity were separate
dimensions, but in gender schema theory reference is made to sex-typed individuals, defined
as males who are classified as masculine and females who are classified as feminine using
the BSRI. Such individuals identity with the traditional gender role appropriate for their sex
and are believed to engage in "gender-schematic processing". Presumably these individuals
are using both male and female gender roles to organize their perceptions of others. When
used in this way, masculinity and femininity appear to be opposite poles of a single construct.
In addition, the BSRI uses subjects' self reports regarding their own social behaviour
while gender schema theory refers to cognitive processing based on gender. This distinction
is very important when referring to androgynous subjects. By definition, androgynous
subjects report engaging in both masculine and feminine behaviours and subsequent
investigation reveals that they do so (Bern, 1975). However, this does not mean that they
are organizing their perceptions of others based on gender. In fact, Bern assumes that,
because they are not sex-typed (masculine or feminine), they are less likely to engage in
gender-schematic processing. The same assumption applies to undifferentiated subjects, who
report engaging in both masculine and feminine behaviour to a lesser extent than the other
three groups.
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Having made the distinction between self-reporting of gender role behaviour and
organizing one’s perceptions around a gender schema, we must question whether one can
equate the self-reporting of gender role behaviour with "identification" with gender roles.
Therefore, it is unclear whether even masculine and feminine subjects are, in fact, organizing
their perceptions based on gender schema as Bern suggests. There is a key distinction
between {self reported) gender role behaviour and gender schema processing which Bern
does not clearly elucidate. We will return to this distinction later.
Nonetheless, there is some interesting support for Bern’s gender schema theory in the
form o f research which links gender role identity as assessed by the Bern Sex Role Inventory
to a tendency to process information using gender role schemata.
Ross, Anderson and Wisocki (19S2) have found that traditionally gender stereotyped
subjects, those who have identified with the masculine or feminine gender role appropriate
for their sex, tend to watch more television programs which portray stereotyped male/female
behaviours compared with programs which provide less stereotypical characters.
Presumably, the subjects were attracted to programming which was consistent with their
cognitive schema. Traditionally gender-stereotyped subjects are also less able to recall
counterstereotypical information presented in television programming than are androgynous
and undifferentiated subjects (Renn & Calvert, 1993).
In a study regarding the extent to which subjects identified with characters in a
written story, it was found that masculine subjects (males who identified with the masculine
gender role) identified more strongly with the masculine characters than with the feminine
characters. Feminine subjects showed the reverse pattern. Androgynous subjects were able
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to identity with both types of characters, but undifferentiated subjects showed less
identification with sex-typed characters (Jose, 19S9).
When shown samples of handwriting, traditionally gender-typed subjects were more
sensitive to cues of masculinity' and femininity in the handwriting than were androgynous
subjects (Lippa, 1977). Therefore, there is evidence that identification with one or the other
gender role is associated with the tendency to select and recall gender role information, the
tendency to identify with gender stereotypical characters, and the tendency to perceive others
based on stereotypic gender roles (see also Deaux & Major. 1977). The evidence also
suggests that although androgynous subjects are able to identify with both masculine and
feminine characters in a written story, they do not appear to organize their perceptions of
others around a cognitive gender schema to the extent that traditionally gender-typed subjects
do.
As described above, most of the research regarding gender schema theory has
explored differences between traditionally gender-typed subjects and androgynous and/or
undifferentiated subjects. Traditionally gender-typed subjects are thought to use gender
schemata in their perception of themselves and others, while androgynous and
undifferentiated subjects are thought to be less influenced by the culturally dominant gender
roles. The classification system used by Bern (1977) for the BSRI results in another group
of subjects; those who identify with the gender role which does not traditionally apply to their
sex. These are males who report engaging in feminine gender role behaviour on the BSRI
and females who report engaging in masculine behaviour on the BSRI.
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These "cross gender-typed” subjects pose an interesting problem for gender schema
theory. They report engaging in gender role behaviour and therefore appear to identity with
a gender role and may be using gender schema. On the other hand, by identifying with the
culturally inappropriate gender role they appear to be either unaware of the culturally
imposed gender roles or else are actively rejecting the application of these roles to
themselves. If they are rejecting the application of gender roles to themselves, are they
deliberately identifying with the non-traditional gender role? If so. are they still using gender
schemata?
Bern (1981) attempted to answer these questions by presenting a list of words to
subjects and asking them to recall and write down as many as possible. Bern then analyzed
the lists for evidence o f clustering of the recalled words by gender. The words had
previously been rated as being relevant to the masculine or feminine gender role. Bern found
that gender-typed subjects showed the most clustering by gender, which suggests the use of
gender schemata. Androgynous, undifferentiated, and cross gender-typed subjects showed
less gender clustering. In this study, cross gender-typed subjects appear to use gender
schemata to a lesser extent than gender-typed subjects.
In a second study (Bern, 1981), subjects were presented with words from the BSRI
and asked to press one of two buttons labelled "ME” or "NOT ME" to indicate whether the
attribute was self-descriptive. Gender-typed subjects made significantly faster gender
schema-consistent judgements than the other three groups, but were significantly slower
when makingjudgements which were inconsistent with gender schemata. Therefore, gendertyped subjects show a cognitive readiness to process information based on gender schema.
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Cross gender-typed subjects show a slower response time when making schema-consistent
judgements about themselves, but not when making schema-inconsistent judgements. The
results of the second study are mixed but show some gender schema processing on the part
of cross gender-tvped subjects.
Other researchers (Skitka & Maslach, 1990) have shown that gender-tvped subjects
were most likely to make sex appropriate judgements of a male character when that character
had been described to them as exhibiting gender stereotypical behaviour. Cross gender-typed
subjects were more likely than gender-typed subjects to make sex-inappropriate judgements
of a male character when given non-stereotypical information. The results suggest that cross
gender-typed subjects are more willing to make counter-stereotypic judgements of others.
However, when men and women in army training were asked to rate their own
suitedness for army functions, androgynous men and women, gender-typed men, and cross
gender-typed women saw themselves as most likely to succeed (Dimitrovsky, Singer &
Yinon, 1989). Men and women high in masculinity (as assessed using the BSRI) received
higher peer performance ratings than those low in masculinity. Therefore, cross gendertyped women appear to be making gender schematic judgements in that their expectations
of success are related to their identification with the masculine gender role.
Unfortunately, there is no consensus in the literature as to whether cross gendertyped subjects are using gender schemata when making judgements o f themselves or when
judging others. It is possible that they choose to reject the traditional gender role for their
sex and in so doing may or may not reject gender schemata in general. On the other hand,
they may be using gender schemata when such schemata arc relevant or particularly salient.
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or when describing themselves which they do in terms of the non-traditional gender role.
While each of the above mentioned studies found a relationship between gender role
and cognitive processing of information about self or others, they do not use a methodology
which tests whether subjects "spontaneously organize" (Bern, 1987) their perceptions of
themselves or others based on gender. Instead, they assess the extent to which subjects will
use gender roles or gender cues when gender is a particularly salient feature.
For example, in one such study adult males who identified with the masculine gender
role were found to be more likely to have stereotypic views of women than androgynous
men; they tended to see women as being highly feminine and less masculine (Hudak, 1993).
In this study the extent to which the men held stereotypic views of women was assessed by
presenting them with 10 masculine and 10 feminine items from the BSRI and asking them
to "estimate the percentage o f American women that fit each characteristic". Males who
were classified as masculine using the BSRI tended to give higher estimates of the percentage
of women who fit the feminine items and lower estimates of the percentages of women who
fit the masculine items.
Subjects were also asked to think about a particular woman, who was described as
feminine, by listing 6 characteristics from the BSRI femininity scale. They were then asked
to estimate the percentage of women who fit this description who also fit a list o f 8 items
from the masculinity scale. Androgynous men were more likely than masculine men to
perceive women as having androgynous qualities (both feminine and masculine).
Unfortunately, it is unclear whether androgynous males are applying both gender roles to
women, or are simply less likely than masculine males to organize their perceptions of
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women using gender schema.
The problem with such a methodology is that the researcher is supplying the
descriptive items, usually from the BSRI, and testing whether there is a relationship between
gender role as assessed using the BSRI and the tendency to use BSRI items to describe
others. In effect, the researcher is supplying a set of descriptive terms and assessing whether
they are used to the same extent when describing others as when describing oneself. The
methodology does not provide the subjects with an opportunity to use alternative terms to
organize their perceptions.
The difficulty with gender schema research has to do with assessing the manner in
which individuals organize their perceptions of themselves and others. Of particular interest
are the schemata which are used to organize these perceptions. There is a body of literature
known as personal construct theory devoted to precisely this area o f inquiry. A review of
the literature follows.
/

Personal Construct Theory
In 1955 George Kelly published The Psychology of Personal Constructs (Kelly,
1955), in which he presents his theory o f personal constructs which he developed in the
course o f his clinical practice. The book consists of two rather large volumes, the first being
dedicated to a detailed explanation of the theory and the second being an exploration of how
one goes about applying the theory in clinical practice.
Kelly presented the theory in the form o f a fundamental postulate and 11 corollaries
which are reproduced in Appendix "B". These will be referred to and explained in greater
detail throughout the paper.
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The theory is based on a philosophical position which Kelly called "constructive
altemativism". The epistemologv is essentially constructivist; Kelly believed that people can
best be described as thinking beings who go about their lives attempting to understand the
world around them. They do so much as the scientist studies the world, by creating cognitive
models and testing hypotheses derived from the models.
According to Kelly, the world is an infinitely complex reality which \vc can not know
directly, but which we can come to understand to some extent through our interactions with
it. Whatever model we create serves to predict and explain our experiences o f the world.
However, because the world is infinitely complex, we are limited in our understanding.
Furthermore, Kelly believed the world to be in constant flax, an ever changing reality. The
struggle for die human being is to constantly update and improve the model in an attempt to
predict and explain ongoing experience.
Behaviour is part o f one's interaction with the world and is based on the cognitive
model. One behaves in a certain way because he or she expects a certain consequence as
a result of the behaviour (Fundamental Postulate). Behaviour can also be an attempt to test
the model. In situations which are somewhat unfamiliar, or when the accuracy of the model
is in question, the person may engage in a behaviour for the purpose of testing for the
expected consequence. In this way the person is acting as a scientist testing a hypothesis
which is derived from a model.
In this respect, Personal Construct Psychology (PCP) is similar to other cognitive
social theories such as the attribution theory of Harold Kelly (1972; 1973) and correspondent
inference theory (Jones & Davis, 1965; Jones & McGill is, 1976). These theories are similar

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

16

to George Kelly’s PCP in that central to each theory is the idea that people make inferences
based on their observations of others in order to make sense of their behaviours. However,
attribution theory and correspondent inference theory deal with the rules that individuals use
in attempting to infer the causes of the behaviours of others. Attribution theory focuses on
the distinction between two possible causes of an observed behaviour: the actor or the
environment The process involves the attempt to determine whether the behaviour should
be attributed to the person or the situation.
For example, if a friend tells me she enjoyed a meal at a local restaurant and
recommends I try the establishment I must decide whether her recommendation is caused
by the quality of the restaurant or whether she is just the sort to recommend every restaurant
she visits. I might decide this by recalling past situations in which she has or has not made
recommendations and by considering whether others have also recommended this
establishment.
Attribution deals specifically with the process of inferring the cause of an observed
behaviour. Correspondent inference theory is very similar in this respect but tends to be
more detailed and expressed in a way that leads to testable hypotheses. Correspondent
inference theory takes into account other information that the observer may have about the
actor (the person engaging in the observed behaviour). For example, if the actor could not
have anticipated the consequences of his or her actions, then the outcome was not intentional
and therefore does not provide useful information about the actor's disposition.
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Personal Construct Psychology goes beyond these theories in the sense that it deals
mostly with the process of organizing the perceived dispositions of others after the attribution
process has taken place. In observing others I notice consistencies in their behaviours
(Construction Corollary) and form expectancies based on those observations. I expect others
to behave much as they have in the past. My expectancies could be described as perceived
dispositions.
For example, there are those I would trust because 1 have observed honest behaviour
from them in the past, while there are others to whom I would not be willing to lend my hard
earned money. I need not have loaned money to a particular person in the past in order to
make a judgement about his or her honesty. I can make such a judgement based on other
aspects of that person’s character which I have come to know by observing him or her. We
observe a wide range of behaviours in others and organize them in a rather complex manner
which will be dealt with in more detail later. The point is that we organize and act on our
perceptions o f others; it is the model from which we anticipate their reactions to our
behaviours.
Special attention should be paid to the second half of the term "constructive
altemativism". Kelly meant altemativism to refer to the fact that there are an infinite number
of possible constructions or models of reality which could adequately explain our
experiences. Everyone's construction of reality is unique, partially due to one’s unique
experiences (Individuality Corollary). While we tend to share to a considerable degree our
model of reality by virtue o f our shared language and culture (Commonality Corollary), there
are differences.
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That is not to say that all models of reality work equally well in all situations. A
person is psychologically healthy to the extent that his or her model predicts and explains his
or her own experience; and to the extent that the person (or the model) is flexible enough to
accommodate new experiences. Problems arise when people do not proceed as good
scientists and engage in poor experiments or make improper inferences from those
experiments.
Cognitive models, just as scientific models, need not only explain observed data, but
also need to be tested and updated; therefore they must be open to change. The process by
which cognitive models develop and change is perhaps best described by Piaget (1952; 1954)
using the terms "assimilation" and "accommodation". A good model can assimilate (predict
and explain) a great deal but must also be capable of accommodating new information which
can not be explained by the model without some revision (Range Corollary, Experience
Corollary and Modulation Corollary).
A common misconception regarding Kelly's theory is that it emphasizes cognition to
the detriment o f emotion, that it is an example of a "cold cognition" approach. This
misconception may be due, in part, to Kelly’s bias towards characterizing cognition as being
verbal in nature, rather than spatial. (However, spatial models of personal construct systems
have been developed and are discussed in a later section.) Although Kelly believed that
people seek to predict and explain experience by creating a model, they rarely go about the
process in quite the rational, objective and purposeful way that we envision scientists doing.
For example, Kelly pointed out that some constructs are preverbal in nature, or not fully
developed, but represent an attitude towards a group of people or objects. Often only one
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pole of a construct is of this sort.
We also tend to have much more invested in our personal construct systems than
even the most dedicated scientist. If our personal construct system were to break down due
to some massive invalidation, we would be without a model on which to base our interactions
with others, and without a foundation on which to rest an understanding of who we are, our
sense of personal identity; for identity is formed and understood from within the context of
our impressions of others.
Therefore, we arc fully involved with the validity and elaboration of our personal
model of reality and react to any threat to that model. In this way, PCP is similar to
Festinger’s (1957) cognitive dissonance theory in which Festinger makes the point that we
find it uncomfortable to have dissonant cognitions.
In cognitive dissonance theory, dissonance is created when, for example, the subject
engages in a behaviour which is not consistent with what is considered acceptable in our
society, or with the subject’s self-concept (Aronson, 1968). The subject then experiences
a conflict between the awareness o f having engaged in the behaviour and the moral or selfconcept cognitions. The theory explains the cognitive steps that the subject may take to
reduce the dissonance which involve re-evaluating one or the other o f the dissonant
cognitions. For example, the subject may decide that he or she had no control over the
behaviour, or was unaware of the consequences.
Similarly, Kelly believed that people take their construct systems very seriously and,
when faced with an experience which was unanticipated, are motivated to adjust their
construct systems accordingly. However, the realization that the world can surprise us is not
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a pleasant experience. The unknown is frightening. Sometimes the new experience is so
contradictory to the system that people choose to tighten up and reinforce the system rather
than attempt the major reconstruction that the experience implies. Appendix "C" contains
a brief glossary which includes emotions that can occur during, or as a result of, invalidating
experience or attempts to maintain the construct system.
The Repertory Grid: Constructs and Elements
Kelly believed that people predict and explain their experiences of others by
observing certain aspects such as their behaviour and noticing patterns (Construction
Corollary). In this way we come to expect certain people to behave in certain ways.
Furthermore, when comparing others, one notices similarities and differences between
individuals. Thus, the person evolves a system by which these similarities and differences
can be used to describe the people with whom one comes in contact.
This is accomplished by assigning certain constructs to some individuals and other
constructs to others. A construct is a sort of label or category which represents a
characteristic or tendency towards certain behaviour that one perceives in others. By
applying a set of constructs to a set of individuals with whom one is acquainted, one can
come to predict and explain the behaviour of each of those individuals and to differentiate
between them as individuals.
For example, I may have a friend who is a skilled carpenter while I have another
friend who is an accountant This is useful information at times when I need help building
a deck in my backyard, or at tax time. My interactions with these people are guided by my
perception of their skills and interests. I would never ask my carpenter friend for advice
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regarding mv taxes any more than I would approach my accountant friend to help build my
deck, unless of course the constructs "good carpenter" and "accountant" both happen to
apply to the same friend.
In order to gain an understanding of how a client organizes his or her social
experiences into a model capable of predicting and explaining the client's experiences o f
others, Kelly devised a technique called the Role Construct Repertory Task, more commonly
known as the repertory grid. The technique consists of asking the client to name individuals
who are significant to him or her, usually through the use of certain prods such as "spouse"
or "best friend". These are the roles referred to in the name of the technique. In the context
of the grid, these people are called "elements”. Kelly would write the names on little cards,
then arrange the elements, usually about 20 in number, into random groups of three and ask
the client to describe how any two are similar. In this way he would elicit about 20
constructs from his clients.
The term "construct” was chosen to emphasize the constructed nature of the
observed similarities and differences between elements. Because the constructs that one
individual uses will differ from that of another, they are not to be considered objective or
independent o f the construing individual. This distinction differentiates constructs from
traits, which are commonly assumed to be aspects of personality which exist independent of
our attempts at measurement.
Kelly believed that constructs were dichotomous or bipolar in nature (Dichotomy
Corollary). Each construct implies an alternative, usually thought o f as the opposite. Thus,
honest implies dishonest and together they form a complete construct In order to find the
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other pole. Kelly would ask the subject how the third element of the randomly selected triad
differs from the other two. Rather than assume that the subject will respond to this question
with the other pole of the same construct, some investigators (Space & Cromwell, 1980)
have simply asked the subject for "the opposite o f the elicited pole. However, it is
understood that even if two people share a particular pole of a construct and use it in a
similar way, they may disagree as to the nature of the other pole.
After Kelly elicited the constructs, the client was directed to sort the elements into
two piles, each pile being one pole of a construct. Upon completion, the task would be
repeated using another construct until all constructs had been used. The information
gathered from the client’s choices could be summarized in the form of a grid matrix with the
names o f the elements on the top forming columns and the constructs on the left forming
rows. A check or other mark could be used to indicate which construct was applied to which
element
Once the grid is completed, it is possible to look for patterns in the relationships
between constructs and elements (Fransella & Bannister, 1977). For example, some
constructs tend to be applied to elements in a similar way. A person may use the constructs
honest and sincere to mean almost the same thing, and so would consider most people who
are sincere to be honest as well. Constructs are also ordered in a hierarchical fashion
(Organization Corollary) so that some are more central or important and subsume others.
The more important constructs are referred to as central or core constructs.
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Repertory Grid Research: A Brief Review
The bulk of the research that has taken place in PCP has made use of the repertory
grid (Neimeyer, 1983, 1985a, b). Very technical grid research is possible because of the
nature of the data that results from a role construct repertory task. The grid data can be
interpreted as a mathematical representation o f multidimensional space with the elements
being points in that space. One can then calculate the correlations between constructs, the
distance between elements, the extent to which they cluster, the vectors of the constructs, and
so on. In addition, many variations of Kelly's original method of administering the grid have
been employed.
Repertory Grid Variations. Rather than eliciting constructs using the triad technique
described earlier, it is possible for the researcher to supply the same constructs to all of the
subjects (Adams-Webber & Benjafield, 1973; Bannister & Fransella, 1966) or to employ a
combination o f supplied and elicited constructs (Adams-Webber & Benjafield, 1976, Mair,
1969).
It is also possible to use elements other than people. For example, the names of
nations or cities can be used as elements (Balz, 1989; Lemon, 1975). Others have used
vocations (Winer, Cesari, Haase & Bodden, 1979), consumer products (Durand, 1978;
1979), grocery stores (Hudson, 1974), and social issues (Epting, Wilkins & Margulis, 1972)
as elements. Just as with constructs, the elements can either be elicited using the role
descriptions as in Kelly’s technique, supplied to the subject, or both (Leenaars, 1981).
Kelly originally asked subjects to apply the constructs to the elements by simply
classifying the elements into two groups for each construct (one group for each pole).
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However, this tends to produce a skewed distribution in which more elements are assigned
to the positive poles of the constructs (Adams-Webber & Benjafield, 1973). This may cause
an artificially high degree of covariance between the constructs (Cochran, 1976). Many
researchers prefer to restrict the subject to assigning the same number of elements to each
pole of each construct (e.g. Bannister & Mair. 1968).
Another option is to have the subjects rate each clement on each construct using a
Likert type scale (Bieri et al„ 1966) Rating scales provide for some interesting data beyond
the dichotomous classification used by Kelly. Because a rating scale allows for more
response options, more information is provided.
The extent to which a subject uses the center verses the ends of the scale has been
studied extensively. This variable is commonly called "rating extremity". Subjects tend to
rate elements more extremely when using elicited as opposed to supplied constructs
(Cromwell & Caldwell, 1962; Landfield 1965; 1967), presumably because they find the
elicited constructs to be more meaningful (Adams-Webber, 1970b; Adams-Webber &
Benjafield, 1973; Mitsos, 1961). Very familiar elements are rated more extremely than less
familiar elements (Bonarius, 1971).
A third method of applying constructs to elements involves having the subject rank
order the elements on each construct (Adams-Webber, 1980; Bannister & Fransella, 1966).
This avoids the problems associated with the assumption that the intervals between points on
a Likert scale are psychologically equal.
Structural Variables of the Repertory Grid. Once the subject has performed the task
of applying the constructs to the elements, a number of different types of analyses can be
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performed on the grid data matrix. Kelly used a version of nonparametric factor analysis but
one can also use principle component analysis (Slater, 1976) to achieve a similar result.
Other techniques include multidimensional scaling (Rathod, 1981), linkage analysis (Thomas,
1985), and hierarchical cluster analysis (Smith & Leach, 1972), all of which are used to
reveal relationships between constructs or elements within the subject's construct system.
The emphasis on grid research began with the work of Bieri (1955), who was a
student of Kelly. He was interested in the concept of cognitive complexity which refers to
the extent to which the application of each construct covaries with the application of every
other construct within the domain of a set of elements. It is a structural variable of the
repertory grid which indicates the degree o f relatedness between constructs.
When using a binary grid (as opposed to one which employs rating scales or rank
orders), cognitive complexity is calculated by comparing every possible pair of constructs as
they are applied to the set of elements and counting the number of matches. A match occurs
when the same pole is applied to an element for both constructs. A score is assigned for
each pair based on the number of matches (Bieri, 1955). The more matches, the higher the
score. However, a higher score indicates less complexity because Bieri described complexity
as the extent to which a subject differentiates between constructs. If one applies any two
constructs to elements in the same way, they are functionally equivalent and the second
construct provides no new information to the system. Therefore, a low cognitive complexity
score indicates a mathematically complex system.
Alternatively, the number of matches for each construct pair can be calculated and
then averaged for the grid as a whole (Bannister & Fransella, 1966). This "intensity score"
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is another measure of construct integration similar to Bieri's (1955) cognitive complexity.
When using a repertory grid based on a rating scale response or rank-order format,
construct integration can be calculated based on the correlations between each construct and
every other construct (Gathercole, Bromely, & Ashcroft. 1970; Slater, 1969, 1072).
Although one cannot average correlation coefficients because it would violate certain
mathematical assumptions, it is possible to calculate their angle of separation and compute
the average for all construct pairs. This provides another measure of the integration of
constructs in the system (Adams-Webber, 1979).
Cognitive complexity operationalizes Kelly's ideas on tightness and looseness of the
construct system. One’s construing is said to be "tight" when one is resistant to change; it
indicates a high degree o f integration and inter-relatedness within the system. Loose
construing is characteristic of an attempt to accommodate new information; to extend the
system to accept new experiences. It refers to a less integrated construing process.
There is a distinct similarity between this aspect of PCP and General Systems Theory
as described by Ludwig Von Bertalanfty ( 1956). In systems theory, a system is said to be
closed when it is highly structured and has definite and restricted communications between
parts o f the system. A closed system also has rigid boundaries so that it is restricted
regarding information which enters and exits the system. An open system, on the other
hand, is one in which all parts communicate with each other and with whatever lies outside
the system.
According to Kelly, the more integrated or tight a construct system is, the more
implications there are for any change to any one construct. This is why tight construing
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(high covariance between constructs) restricts the extent to which the system is open to new
information. If 1were to apply two constructs such as "friendly" and "cheerful" in much the
same way, for example people who are friendly are usually also cheerful, then these
constructs will covary in my system. If I were to find a sudden change in an acquaintance
so that a friend who had always been cheerful is now’ glum, I will need to re-evaluate that
friend on the friendliness construct as well. However, the change in my friend's behaviour
may have little impact on my opinion of my friend’s intelligence, honesty, athletic ability, and
so on, to the extent that these constructs do not covary with the "cheerful” construct.
The degree of integration or covariation of constructs has been found to increase as
the subject becomes more familiar with a given set of elements and learning takes place.
Learning can be seen as the process of organization of the construct system (Adams-Webber
& Mire, 1976). On the other hand, subjects with a less integrated system are better able to
predict the responses of others on a questionnaire (Bieri, 1955), participate in role-taking
tasks (Olson & Partington, 1977), and are better able to infer the constructs of others
(Adams-Webber, 1969). However, subjects in general have a more difficult time inferring
the constructs of individuals with loosely integrated systems (Adams-Webber, 1973).
Subjects whose construct systems are more differentiated (less integrated) may tend to
behave in less predictable ways (Landfield, 1977).
Thought-disordered schizophrenics have been found to have very low integration of
constructs (Bannister et al., 1971). However, there is some question as to the reliability of
cognitive complexity as a trait (O’Keefe & Sypher, 1981). Cognitive complexity may be best
thought of as an indication of the state of the construing process at the time of measurement.
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The standard deviation of the anguiar distances between constructs provides a
measure of the "variability of intensity". This is a measure of the extent to which constructs
cluster into distinct groupings. Constructs are closely related to others within their group but
less related to constructs from other groups (Makhlouf-Norris et al., 1970).
Similarly, elements tend to be grouped into clusters to which some constructs apply
more readily than others (Radley, 1974). For example, a person may use a set of constructs
which center around athletic ability to describe friends who play softball, particularly if this
is the primary source o f interaction. On the other hand, a person may use a very different
set of constructs to describe acquaintances at university. The constructs from one context
do not easily apply to elements from a different context (Fragmentation Corollary). The
extent to which a construct applies to elements beyond its normal context is called its "range
of convenience" (Range Corollary).
There is some evidence that nonclinical subjects tend to have a considerable amount
of variability o f intensity when compared to clinical populations. In the case of individuals
assessed as neurotic, the tendency is towards greater intensity with minimal variability, while
in thought disordered schizophrenics, the grid is less intense but with relatively less clustering
(Radley, 1974).
According to Kelly, constructs are organized hierarchically, some being superordinate
to others (Organization Corollary). A construct is supcrordinate when a change in that
construct implies a change in a number of subordinate constructs. Superordinate constructs
connect nodes o f constructs which covary. When a repertory grid is factor analyzed,
superordinate constructs account for the greatest amount of variation in the grid as a whole

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

29
(Ryle, 1975). Superordinate constructs are therefore central to the construct system and are
most resistant to change (Hinkle, 1965 in Adams-Webber, 1979; Fransella, 1972; Smith &
Leach, 1972).
Similarly, some elements such as the self are more central or important to the
structure of the grid than others (Slater, 1976). Other elements cluster around these
superordinate elements and new ones tend to be placed in the grid based on their similarity'
to or difference from these central elements. The degree of integration of the elements can
also be assessed by locating the elements in a multidimensional space defined by the
constructs and calculating the distance between each pair of elements as well as the average
distance for all pairs (Adams-Webber, 1970a) resulting in a measure which is similar to
cognitive complexity. The distance between pairs of elements can also be compared to the
expected distance o f a randomly generated grid (Slater, 1977),
It is also possible to calculate the average amount of information in the grid matrix
based on the fact that a grid is mathematically more complex when each pole of each
construct is applied to about half the elements in the set and constructs are used
independently (Adams-Webber, 1979; Atteneave, 1959).
The "salience" of the positive or negative poles of the subject's constructs can be
calculated as the product of the frequency with which it is applied and its informational
content (Adams-Webber & Rodney, 1983). The salience of the positive or negative poles
of a set of constructs is maximized when it is applied to elements about 37% o f the time
(Berlyne, 1971). Perhaps this explains why normal adults assign elements to the negative
poles of constructs about 37% of the time, averaged across the grid as a whole (Benjafield
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& Adams-Webber, 1976). It is hypothesized that they do so in order to maximize the
salience of negative judgements. Independent research has shown that subjects perceive
constructs to which approximately 37° o of elements are assigned to be the most useful
constructs for understanding people (Rigdon & Epting, I9S2).
Aside from the very complex structural variables discussed above, it is also possible
to calculate the positivitv bias of a subject's grid. Positivity bias is the relative frequency with
which the subject uses the positive pole of constructs as opposed to the negative pole
(Benjafield & Adams-Webber, 1976). O f course, it is necessary that the subjects indicate
which pole of each construct is positive. Subjects tend to make more use of the positive
poles of constructs than the negative poles (Adams-Webber, 1982). Clinically depressed
subjects tend to make use of the negative poles to a greater extent than nonclinical subjects
or other clinical populations (Space et al., 1983). Positivity bias appears to be a stable and
reliable measure (Adams-Webber & Rodney, 1983; Benjafield & Adams-Webber, 1975).
Conclusions. The research literature discussed in this section is a summary o f the
most important and creative advances in the development of the repertory grid technique.
To be sure, there are many instances in the literature in which the grid has been used as a
tool in applied research, most commonly in the treatment and study of pathology (some of
which will be explored in a later section). But the orientation of the research has been largely
toward the development and use of structural indices, measures which refer to the
organization o f the construct system as operationalized using the repertory grid.
In the following section, the literature regarding repertory grid research is contrasted
with Kelly's original approach to personal construct psychology as a therapeutic framework.
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Personal Construct Psychology as a Therapeutic Approach
Personal construct psychology was developed by Kelly over a period of many years
as he taught psychology at Fort Hays State College in Kansas. Shortly after accepting the
position at Fort Hays in 1931, Kelly began to practice clinical psychology by opening a clinic
on campus which provided free service to anyone who needed it. The clinic's services were
eclectic, providing psychoanalysis, remedial academic training, motor skills training, speech
therapy and occupational counselling (Thompson, 1968; Maher, 1969; Rychlak, 1981;
Schultz. 1981).
In 1933 Kelly set up a program of travelling clinics. Kelly would travel around rural
Kansas with his graduate and undergraduate students to various elementary schools where
they would diagnose and treat school children (Guydish et al., 1985). It should be noted that
at the time rural Kansas consisted o f mostly agricultural settlements whose inhabitants were
poorly educated. Traditional psychotherapies, particularly psychoanalysis, were not well
suited to the people or the time available. Kelly saw little advantage in diagnosis, which he
viewed as a "referral game" which could be played in big cities where there were an
abundance of specialists; but "in western Kansas when a person came to me we were pretty
much stuck with each other. Our job was to figure out what the two of us could do
ourselves" (Kelly, 1969).
During the course of providing therapy to his clients, Kelly developed a follow-up
procedure to evaluate the effectiveness of therapy which consisted of a pre- and post-therapy
inventory. The inventory was made up of Likert scale ratings to be filled out by teachers and
parents of the children being treated. The items were a list of dichotomous traits such as
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"docile-aggressive", referring to the behaviour of the clients. The inventory was eventually
used as a diagnostic tool and was tilled out by the client in regards to their own behaviour
(Zelhart & Jackson, 1983). This diagnostic tool was later to evolve into the repertory grid.
The development of the repertory grid continued in 1941 when a student of Kelly
named Harry Older made use o f a questionnaire that asked the respondent to indicate
whether certain individuals such as one's mother, father and best friend were liberal or
conservative and to provide two traits which were characteristic of each person (Zelhart &
Jackson, 1983). The methodology indicates an interest in the subject's perception of others
who play a major role in the subject’s life and makes use of a supplied construct as well as
eliciting constructs from the subject. These are major characteristics of the 1955 version of
the repertory grid.
Another aspect of PCP which can be traced to the travelling clinics is the person-asscientist metaphor. In the early days of the clinics, Kelly tried using psychoanalysis with his
clients but found that he began taking Freudian insights for granted and his interpretations
became more and more "preposterous” (Kelly, 1969). However, his clients were still
inclined to accept these "insights” so long as they provided an explanation of what was wrong
and implied a course o f change or therapy. His clients were simply looking for some
construction which could predict and explain their experiences and provide a basis for an
attempt at a resolution to their problems.
Kelly was also supervising many Master's theses at the time and came to realize that
the advice that he gave to his clients was similar to that which he gave to his students: nail
down the problem, observe, form hypotheses, and then test them (Kelly, 1969). The trick
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for both clients and students was to create new explanations for their experiences (or
observations) and then devise ways to test them. In other words, both the clients and the
students had the same sort of problem; both had difficulty developing and testing a model.
The difference is that in the case of the students, it was a scientific model wherein for the
clients it was their construct system and their place in it that needed attention. Eventually
Kelly formalized the idea and integrated it into his ideas on constructive altemativism.
When Kelly and his students were visiting the rural schools in Kansas, they needed
a therapy which the client could self administer. It had to be simple and easy to implement.
It was during this period that the idea of fixed-role therapy developed (Kelly, 1969; Zelhart
& Jackson, 19S3). In The Psychology of Personal Constructs. Kelly describes fixed-role
therapy as a technique in which the client is given a personality profile o f a character which
Kelly creates, usually with the client The profile describes a person similar to the client but
with certain important differences. The client is asked to role-play this character in his or her
everyday life for a period of a few days to a couple of weeks.
The purpose of the role-playing is to give the client an opportunity to explore a
different self, a different way of functioning with others. Kelly believed that a client’s
problems often are the result of being stuck in a construing rut, continually engaging in the
same faulty experiments over and over for lack o f awareness of any other options. When
one is having difficulty construing his or her experiences the tendency is to avoid new
situations and try to force one's experience to match one's construction o f reality. The roleplaying is a nonthreatening way to explore other options. The client feels more at ease
playing the character because it is just a role, and it does not really count; but as the client
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interacts with others, he or she teams something new. At the end of the prescribed period,
Kelly would sit down with the client and discuss what is was like to be that person, so that
some of the character could be integrated into the client's own construct system.
Fixed-role therapy illustrates an important feature of Kelly's approach, the
constructed nature o f the self. Kelly believed that the client's "personality" and behaviour
was a result of his or her construing process. The client constructs an identity which explains
his or her experiences of self and others. Therefore, if a particular identity is causing the
client difficulty, the solution is to try on a different personality for size. One's experience of
oneself is described in terms of constructs which are applied to the self and others.
Constructs are like hypotheses in that they form a model of reality which explains experience
but is also subject to invalidation.
George Kelly died unexpectedly in 1967 o f heart failure. After his death, his wife
and a former student published a book which consisted of work he had begun for a new
book, along with other unpublished papers and lectures (Maher, 1969). This informal
collection of papers constitutes the only major publication of Kelly’s aside from The
Psychology o f Personal Constructs.
However, even before his death, PCP developed and grew primarily through Kelly’s
students. The publication of The Psychology of Personal Constructs in 1955 provided a rich
source o f theory, hypotheses, and technique. This publication formed a foundation for
Kelly's students to do their own research to test the corollaries and other various aspects of
the theory, and publish their findings. In fact, because the theory is presented with very
carefully defined terms and detailed explanations of the cognitive processes, the theory lends
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itself to empirical tests.
As a result, much of the literature which was published by Kelly's students consists
of scientific tests and technical developments of the theory. Perhaps most significant is the
fact that most o f the literature after 1955 relies heavily on the use of the repertory grid
(Neimeyer 1983, 1985a, b). Many of these studies have been described in the previous
section of this paper. Since many of these concepts were introduced by Kelly’s own students
while under his supervision, we can only assume that he approved of the research.
In The Psychology of Personal Constructs Ketly devoted a chapter to "The
Mathematical Structure of Psychological Space" in which he explored the use of a modified
type of non~parametric factor analysis in order to identify clusters o f superordinate
constructs. The results could be used by the therapist to gain further insight into the
cognitive workings of the client, specifically, which constructs were most important and the
extent to which they were integrated into a working system.
However, Kelly also cautioned against relying too heavily on the repertory grid. He
saw it as a tool with which the therapist and client could explore the client’s construct system;
to gain insight into which constructs were functioning as an integrated part of a working
system. But Kelly also encouraged his students to make an effort to get to know and
understand the client beyond what the grid may reveal; to gain an understanding regarding
what the constructs mean to that client, and how the client uses these constructs in everyday
life. This understanding between client and therapist is an essential part of the therapy.
Conclusions. Personal Construct Psychology was developed over a period o f many
years as a result o f an attempt by Kelly and his students to provide therapy in an unusual

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

setting. It was an alternative to existing approaches which did not work for Kelly, perhaps
in part because of his client population. Kelly’s focus was on his clients’ cognitive
organization of experience and its effect on behaviour, and how the therapist could go about
helping the client to explore alternatives and function as a good scientist. As such PCP is
based on a very humanistic model, taking a phenomenological approach that treats the client
as a thinking being attempting to make sense of his or her experiences. It also places the
emphasis on the individual as opposed to a more situational perspective which would
emphasize social influence on the cognitions and behaviours of the individual.
The theory deals, in a universal way, with the cognitive processes that occur as
individuals attempt to make sense of their experiences, but there are also many examples and
case studies demonstrating the importance of certain constructs to certain individuals. In this
way, individuality is emphasized through the uniqueness o f the content of one’s construct
system.
Equally important, is the holistic approach to individuals who function in a context
o f others, but the focus is on their personal cognitive representations of the world in which
they live. These representations are described as construct systems which are integrated,
structured, and dynamic.
There is a distinction to be made between the way in which Kelly used the repertory
grid and the way in which the grid has been used as a research tool by others. Although the
theory deals with structural aspects of the construct system to a considerable extent, it does
so in a qualitative rather than quantitative way, using terms such as tight and loose instead
of variables such as cognitive complexity. Empirical research in PCP has tended to rely
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heavily on quantitative variables derived from the repertory' grid which are referred to here
as structural aspects. Because the constructs themselves differ from person to person, they
are difficult to deal with in empirical tests of the theory which rely on statistical comparisons.
But in practice, Kelly placed a great deal of importance on the content of his clients’
construct systems as well as the structure.
The grid research presented earlier is also nomothetic in nature because it follows the
dominant empirical, scientific methodology which involves the use of groups of subjects who
arc compared on some quantitative dimension. While the philosophical foundation of the
theory celebrates the individuality of the person, the research subject is reduced to a
quantitative expression of his or her place on a dimension of structural organization which,
in all probability, holds no meaning for that person. This is in stark contrast to the colourful
examples and case studies provided by Kelly and in some of the literature which examines
the clinical application of the theory.
Grid research moves away from qualitative, holistic, and idiographic approach to a
more nomothetic and quantitative approach in which the individual is reduced to a data point
in the context of a number of other individuals who are compared with respect to the variable
of interest to the researcher.
Having reviewed the theory and research pertaining to the repertory grid and
contrasted this research with Kelly's original approach, I will now review two areas that are
central to the purpose of this project The first deals with personal perceptions of "self' and
the second with social interaction.
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The Self as an Element in the Construct Svstem
In PCP the ’’self’ is defined as the individual’s construction of his or her own
personality, traits, and behaviour. The self is an element that is part of the construct system
in the same way as other elements. The individual applies constructs to himself or herself
by observing past behaviour in an attempt to explain and predict that behaviour. Identity is
described as the set of one's core constructs which apply to the self (du Prccz, 1979). Core
constructs are those constructs which are central to the construct system and least open to
change.
The sel f is more central and of more importance to the functioning of the person than
other elements because it is the construction of the self that determines the person's choice
o f behaviour. When one's construction of another element is in doubt, it is difficult to
predict that person’s behaviour, when one’s construction of self is in doubt, it is difficult to
act Because the self is most familiar, other elements tend to be organized in relation to the
self.
The distinction between the idiographic/qualitative approach and the
nomothetic/quantitative approach is evident in the literature that deals with the self element
The self is an area which has been researched using both the idiographic and nomothetic
approaches. Most nomothetic research in this area is grid research.
Grid Research on the Self Using the same method used to calculate inter-element
distances described earlier, one can calculate self-other differentiation by comparing the
element "self to each other element This is done by counting up the number of elements
which were assigned to the same pole as the self for all constructs in the set and is expressed
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as proportion of Iike-selfjudgements. Self-other differentiation is described as the extent to
which the self stands out from the other elements in the grid as a distinct element. Self-other
differentiation has been found to increase from age eight to age fifteen, after which it is
stable and becomes reliable over time for adults (Adams-Webber, 1985).
The proportion of like-selfjudgements (instances in which an element is placed on
the same pole of a construct as the self) averages about 37% for adults, the other 63% being
instances in which the self is assigned to the opposite pole of the construct. It has been
suggested that subjects organize their perceptions of self and others in this way so as to make
the self maximally salient (Adams-Webber & Davidson, 1979). Self-other differen^ntion has
been found to increase for depressives (Space et al., 1983) and with hypomania (Ashworth
et al., 1982) but decrease in agoraphobics (Frazer, 1980). Schizophrenics do not appear to
deviate from nonclinical populations on this measure (Kahgee et al., 1982).
In a grid in which the subject has rated the elements along the construct dimensions
on a Likert scale, it is possible to calculate the difference between the self and any or all other
elements through a complex formula which locates the elements in multi-dimensional space
as discussed earlier (Space & Cromwell, 1980). Clinically depressed populations tend to
locate the self further away from the elements representing their parents and their own ideal
self than do nonclinical and other clinical control populations (Space et al., 1983). Using this
method, the overall differentiation of the self from other elements is highly reliable
(Sperlinger, 1976).
Self-esteem can also be assessed from grid data using either o f two methods. The
first is simply the proportion of constructs for which the self is assigned the positive pole.
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Nonclinical adults apply the positive pole ot'most constructs to the self (Adams-Webber &
Rodney, 19S3) while clinically depressed patients apply the negative pole of most constructs
to the self (Space et al.. 19S3), Self-esteem as measured in this way has been found to be
a reliable variable.
Self-esteem can also be measured by comparing the self to the "ideal self’ element
The ideal self is an element that many researchers include in the grid and is described as the
subject’s idea of himself or herself as he or she would like to be. In a binary grid the
comparison is done by counting the number of constructs on which the self and ideal self are
assigned the same pole. When using Likert scale data, the distance between the self and ideal
self in multi-dimensional space is calculated (Space & Cromwell, 1980).
The Constructed Self. The self as an element in the construct system is often the
focus o f therapy because one’s experience and construction of one’s self influences one’s
behaviour and, in turn, subsequent construing.
Perhaps the most well-known research in this field is that carried out by Fay Fransella
(Bannister & Fransella, 1971, Fransella, 1972). Fransella had been doing work with
stutterers, attempting to teach them fluency through a technique which involves introducing
rhythm into the speech production process. She came to the conclusion that it is possible,
in most cases, to teach fluency to the stutterer so that the stutterer can speak well enough
under controlled conditions. However, the stuttering tends to reappear in social situations.
Fransella explains that the stutterer has engaged in a behaviour which has specific
social implications; that is to say, a stutterer behaves in a rather distinct way among others
and those others respond in a certain way. Over the years, the stutterer has built up a
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complex subset of constructs having to do with being a stutterer which explains his or her
behaviour and the behaviour of others. As such, while it may be relatively easy to teach the
stutterer to speak more fluently, this change has implications for the stutterer's construct
system. The stutterer is left without a sufficiently elaborated construction of the self,
particularly regarding social interaction, and is unable to anticipate the responses of others
to this new behaviour on the part of the stutterer. Accordingly, the stutterer must revert back
to stuttering in order to interact at all.
Stutterers report that their stuttering is less severe when talking to people they know
very well, presumably because they are better able to predict the other person’s response to
fluent speech. Stutterers also report less stuttering when talking to children, perhaps because
they are less threatening. Unfamiliar or anxiety provoking situations tend to increase
stuttering.
Fransella’s therapy involves reconstruing fluency as a construct applied to the self.
Stutterers often have moments o f fluent speech, even before therapy, but do not attach much
meaning to these events. The tendency is to describe them as brief instances in which "I was
not stuttering." In the course of therapy, Fransella encourages elaboration of the construct
system by discussing with the client, in great detail, these instances of fluent speech
production; what it meant to the client, how others responded, and so on. The technique is,
in essence, a type of flxed-role therapy in which the client explores a different way of
interacting with others. In this way, the client begins to attach meaning to the fluent speech
behaviour and develop implications within the construct system.
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A construct such as "stutterer” is said to have implications when it covaries with other
constructs, as is the case when two or more constructs belong to one subsystem, or when one
is subordinate to another. Fransella found that the "stutterer" construct is often related to
other important constructs regarding interpersonal interaction, such as being "shy". Because
the construct "stutterer" is embedded in a network of other constructs, a significant change
in the application of the construct to the self requires a comprehensive change to the
construct system.
Fransella was able to investigate the relationships between the "stutterer" constructs
and other constructs using the repertory grid and some of the structural variables described
earlier. She went on to study changes in the repertory grid that took place over time, as a
result o f therapy. As expected, implications o f the "stutterer” construct (relationships to
other constructs) would weaken as therapy progressed and the "fluent" construct would
become more integrated into the system. Furthermore, those clients for whom the "stutterer"
construct was most highly integrated into the construct system (many implications) showed
less improvement and were more likely to withdraw from therapy than those for whom the
"stutterer" construct was more differentiated. In fact, the clients who failed to improve
tended to increase the implications of the "stutterer" construct, a process which Kelly
described as tightening up the system. As previously noted, tightening is a common response
to a threat to the veracity of the system.
The work by Fransella provides an excellent example of how one can use both
structure and content in the application of PCP within a therapeutic setting. Unfortunately,
because constructs are personal, the content is usually limited to a specific client or clients,
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while the structure is of a more general nature. There are many examples in the literature
of case studies of individual clients which illustrate the processes involved in various
pathologies, but the content does not generalize to other clients.
In the case of Fransella's clients, we can be fairly certain that they all shared the
’’stutterer" construct because they were all in speech therapy as a result of their stuttering.
Generally, content is personal and differs from person to person. For this reason, discussions
of content such as the "stutterer" construct are merely examples used to illustrate the
construing and therapeutic process.
Another interesting examination of the construing of a clinical population is provided
by studies of anorexic women (Button, 1983; Fransella & Crisp, 1979). This research
demonstrated that anorexics were aware that they were underweight, and they evaluated their
condition negatively because of its association with mental and physical illness. A more
average weight was seen as more healthy, attractive, and was a goal for the future. When
asked to describe their "ideal self’, they described a person of more average weight. This
contrasts dramatically with studies which show that, when shown images of themselves and
asked about their self-perceptions regarding weight, anorexics perceive themselves to be fat
Despite the recognition of their disorder and an expressed desire to change, the
anorexics in Button's (1983) study had been unable to alter their behaviour. The reason for
this contradiction is revealed in the results of the repertory grids administered by Button. He
found that being anorexic held more meaning for his subjects than did being of average
weight A construct is said to be more meaningful when it correlates with other constructs,
or is a superordinate construct Being of average weight was ambiguous and not distinctive
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for these subjects. As Kelly would say, it was threatening.
It is hypothesized (Button, 1983) that anorexia develops out of a failure to anticipate
social events. Specifically, the anorexic does not construe the reactions of others to the
anorexic's weight loss in a manner which is consistent with what might be considered normal
construing. Excessive weight loss becomes a way of extorting self-validation from others;
a process Kelly described as "hostility" (Appendix "C"). As the weight loss becomes extreme
the reaction from others becomes negative, but by this time the subject also has a negative
view of her own weight and so the feedback is validating. This process of self-verification
has also been described by Snyder ( I9S4) and Swann (1985).
Most interesting is the fact that, when factor analyzed, the first three components of
the anorexic women's grids had to do with weight. As with stutterers, it is suggested that
therapy for anorexics involves an elaboration of the construct system so that the client is able
to construe the self in terms other than weight (Button, 1983; Crisp & Fransella, 1972). In
this way, the client can move beyond using weight loss as a means of controlling social
interactions.
Depression can also be described as an attempt to reduce uncertainty. It has been
suggested (Hewstone et al., 1981; Makhlouf-Norris & Norris, 1973) that depressives
construe themselves negatively in order to reduce uncertainty regarding whether they will fail,
achieve success, or be happy. A negative self-concept leads to more easily predictable social
interaction.
These descriptions of the cognitive process of depression (Hewstone et al., 1981;
Makhlouf-Norris & Norris, 1973) do not provide much useful information regarding the
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cause or onset of depression because the subjects were already clinically depressed at the
time of the research; however, they do provide an understanding of the construing process
and how and why the depressive state is maintained. The findings are consistent with other
cognitive explanations of depression which make reference to self-fulfilling prophecies (e.g.
Beck, 1967). These studies also suggest a course of therapy in which the client is
encouraged to elaborate his or her construct system beyond the self-referent constructs that
are at the heart of the problem. There is also evidence that elaboration of positive constructs,
as they apply to the self, can be beneficial in a number of nonclinical settings (Forester,
1991; Shapiro, 1991).
The difficulty facing stutterers, anorexics, and depressives is not that they are unable
to predict and explain their experiences. In feet, their problem is quite the opposite in that
they find themselves in a state in which they are familiar and feel safe. Their problem is that
this state is not consistent with their ideal self, that is, how they would like to be. To change
would require one to try something entirely new and therefore threatening. There is
evidence, summarized by Berzonsky (1989), that there are considerable individual
differences in the amount of uncertainty and invalidating information people can comfortably
tolerate.
In some cases, such as with stutterers, their self perception is not consistent with their
larger perception of people in general. Stutterers have the same sorts of negative stereotypes
of stutterers as most others do; however, thei r sel f concept is not consistent with that negative
view. They can not deny that they stutter, but they see themselves as being quite different
from other stutterers except for the actual act of stuttering (Fransella, 1972). Nevertheless,
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within the context of public speaking, the "stutterer" construct applies and determines
behaviour.
Conclusions. In this section, 1have focused on Kelly's view of the social nature of
the self. Essentially, the self is an element among other elements to which the same
constructs are applied. Just as one has expectations of others, one also has expectations of
oneself. (Kelly's views on social interaction are discussed in the following section. The
similarities between Kelly's theory and Symbolic Interactionism are discussed in a later
section.)
One's identity develops not only in the context of one’s perceptions of others but also
through one’s interactions with others, and it is expressed through one's interactions with
others. For example, it would be difficult to construe oneself as honest in the absence of
interactions with others.
The self also has implications for the construct system as a whole. Because the self
is the central element, it makes changing the self very difficult A change in the self implies
change to the whole system. Such a change can evoke an emotional response if there is a
perceived threat to the construct system. Kelly described guilt as the awareness that one has
behaved in a way that is inconsistent with one's construction of self.
The constructs which one applies to the self determine one’s behaviour. Behaviour
is understood through content, while change (or lack of change) is best understood by
examining structure. Understanding the "meaning" of behaviour involves both structure and
content.
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Kelly’s Personal Construct Psychology can be criticized for the emphasis it places on
individuality (Ryckman, 1989). The theory focuses on the cognitions of the individual and
is premised on a constructivist epistemologv in which reality, or at least the reality being
studied, is that which is constructed by the individual. The word "personal" in Personal
Construct Psychology further points to the individualism of the approach.
The criticism is that Kelly’s approach ignores the impact of culture, social process,
and social constructs on the construct system of the individual. It is suggested here that such
a criticism pertains to the scope of the theory rather than its content The critic admonishes
the theorist for his ignorance of an entire area of psychological process which, as Kelly might
say, lies outside the range of convenience of the theory. Personal Construct Psychology was
developed for the purpose of providing a cognitive therapy to promote personal change.
Kelly’s emphasis was clearly on clinical application, and so the focus on the individual. All
theories have limited scope.
Later, the emphasis shifted to nomothetic research and publication of the
development o f new variables extracted from the repertory grid Nonetheless the focus was
still on the individual. The application of PCP to the study of pathology persisted,
particularly in Great Britain under Bannister and Franselia’s influence, but the methodology
was still grid oriented, and the individual remained the center of attention.
Kelly, however, did take notice of social influence on the personal construct system
and of the mechanisms of social interaction and included his observations of the person as
a social being in his theory. Although this aspect of the theory receives much less attention
than the more clinical and individualistic aspects, a review o f the theory and research
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pertaining to the process of social interaction from the perspective of PCP is provided in the
next section.

Commonality and Sociality7
Personal Construct Psychology as a whole emphasizes the individual as having a
unique set of constructs organized in a manner which is both a result of personal experience
and a matter of personal construing style. The last two o f Kelly’s 11 corollaries refer to the
processes of social interaction from the perspective of PCP. The Commonality and Sociality
Corollaries (see Appendix ”B") recognize that the individual functions and develops within
the context of a culture and through interaction with others.

The Commonality Corollary points out that individuals can, to some extent, share
constructs and have similar experiences of the world. According to Duck (1982), this
tendency to share constructs is due to the effect that culture and social influence in general
has on the construing o f the individual. We develop our construct systems within the context
o f an existing social order which imposes on us its own constructs, values, and social
structure. That social context is part of the experience that we, as individuals, attempt to
understand through our construing of events. It is not surprising that to the extent that our
social experience is similar, we tend to have similar conrtruct systems.
The Sociality Corollary explains the nature of social interaction from a PCP
perspective. In order to interact with others, we must be able to predict and explain their
behaviours including their responses to our behaviours. They must be able to do the same
regarding our behaviour. Successful interaction requires that each party in a social
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interaction must have an understanding of the other's construct system. Social development
can be described as the acquisition of skill in making inferences about the construct systems
of others (Adams-Webber, 1969).
In a superficial interaction, it may be possible for the process to proceed smoothly
based primarily on the shared construction of the parties, their shared awareness of social
norms and social roles. In other words, an interaction can be initiated and maintained on a
superficial level based on the commonality of the parties. In fact, there may be situations in
which it is best to limit one’s efforts at understanding others to the needs of the situation at
hand (Tschudi & Rommetviet, 1982). Nonetheless, in any social interaction each party must
be aware of the other’s expectations, and when they share each other’s expectations, this is
relatively easy (Duck, 1982).
If a social relationship is to move beyond the simple enacting of social roles to a more
personal and complex relationship, it will be necessary for each party to construe the
construct system o f the other on a more personal level. In other words, an individual needs
to have a deeper knowledge of the other person's constructs, expectations, and values. In
order to interact with others, one must, to some extent, understand them as being both similar
and different from yourself and others.
Steve Duck (1983), a Kellyan who has done research in this field, makes the point
that he is best able to understand his colleagues not by construing them as rational scientists
in the pursuit of knowledge, nor by construing how they construe others; but by construing
the way in which they construe themselves. It is an important aspect of human interaction
that we recognize the individuality of the other parties, and treat them as people attempting
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to construe their experiences.
Research in the areas of commonality and sociality is sparse but important because
it deals primarily with the extent to which individuals share constructs and the extent to which
they are able to infer the constructs of others. These arc mailers of content as opposed to
structure. The research also takes PCP beyond the realm of the individual and into the world
of social interaction.
Commonality.

One of the first attempts at research into shared constructs

(commonality) dealt with friendship formation (Duck, 1973). Duck conducted a series of
studies which used college students as subjects. In some studies, friendship patterns among
students living in a campus residence were assessed and found to be related to the extent to
which the students shared the same constructs. It '.vas suggested that subjects choose friends
with similar constructs as a way of validating their own constructs (Duck, 1977a, b; Duck
& Spencer, 1972). For the purpose o f these studies, constructs were elicited using the
repertory grid method described earlier.
Later studies were designed to establish a causal relationship between shared
constructs and friendship. Subjects were not previously acquainted with each other and were
randomly assigned to groups and told that the experiment required them to get acquainted.
Subjects were then given the opportunity to interact.

In some variations on this

methodology, subjects were asked a series of questions in front of the other subjects in the
group, or given a task which required the group to reach a consensus on some difficult issue.
Subjects then rated the other subjects regarding how likely it was that they might form a
friendship outside of the research situation. Subjects indicated a greater probability of
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friendship formation with those who had similar constructs (as assessed earlier bv the
researcher). Subsequent longitudinal studies showed that subjects with similar constructs
were more likely to actually become friends.
In other variations. Duck used subjects who had already formed friendships, as well
as first year students in the first week of classes who were not familiar with each other. Duck
found that students would initially form acquaintances based on interaction style but later
base friendships on similarity of constructs, particularly psychological or personality
constructs as opposed to more concrete physical or behavioral constructs (Duck, 1973;
1977a).
While the literature regarding friendship formation is extensive, as is the literature
regarding similarity o f attitudes and attraction (e.g. Byme, 1971), it does not deal specifically
with constructs. Although constructs may be conceptually similar to attitudes, in the sense
that they both involve a cognitive and evaluative component, the research within one area
does not necessarily generalize to the other. Constructs are representations o f perceived
similarities and differences between elements, usually of a specific type. There is a specific
methodology associated with the elicitation of personal constructs. Attitudes are most
commonly defined as an evaluative response to concepts, ideas, or events and are studied
using various methods.
The research regarding commonality demonstrates that we choose to associate with
others who share our constructs, particularly those constructs which are most important to
us (Duck, 1977a), perhaps in an attempt to validate our own constructs. Therefore, it is not
surprising that when we are placed in a situation in which we are removed from the familiar
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context of our own culture and placed in an entirely new culture, we undergo what is known
as culture shock (McCoy, 19S3).
Culture shock can be described as a process of adaptation to a new culture which
begins with enthusiasm about learning about the new culture. Then, the differences between
one's own culture and the new culture become apparent and are reflected in the repertory
grid as a bilateral distinction between constructs which apply to one culture versus those
which apply to the other. The strangeness of the new culture becomes threatening and is
perceived as entirely different from the familiar culture, which causes the new culture to be
negatively evaluated. The self becomes very salient as an element that stands alone and apart
from others and is accompanied by feelings of alienation and loss of meaning. Eventually,
the displaced individual either returns to the familiar culture, finds a way to retreat from the
new culture while still living within i t or learns to integrate the new culture into the construct
system in such a way that both the similarities and differences are recognized within a
complex hierarchical network of constructs.
Sociality. Whereas commonality is a relatively simple concept referring to the extent
to which people share constructs, sociality is more complex because it deals with the ability
to construe the construing process of another with whom one is engaged in a social
interaction.
The repertory grid technique has been used in marital counselling in order to assess
the differences between the constructs of each member of the couple. Researchers have also
assessed the extent to which each member successfully construes the other's constructs by
asking the subjects to fill out a repertory grid as their partner would (Ryle, 1975; 1976).
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Neimeyer and Hudson (1985) have found that couples who are more satisfied with their
relationships were more similar in the way they choose and apply constructs than dissatisfied
couples. Satisfied couples also showed more reciprocal sociality than did dissatisfied
couples.
On an even more abstract level, a similar procedure can be used in which the
elements of grids are not individuals but relationships between individuals, making it possible
to study each partner's construing about relationships more directly. This technique is
referred to as a dyad grid (Ryle & Breen, 1972a). An examination of the structure and
content of the grids o f "maladjusted" couples revealed that such couples, when compared to
well-functioning couples, tend to perceive self/partner relationships as more similar to
self/parent relationships (Ryle & Breen, 1972b).
As one might expect, sociality is an important aspect o f the client/therapist
relationship and the ability of the therapist to infer the constructs of the client is an important
skill. During the course of therapy, the therapist’s ability to predict a client's responses on a
repertory grid increases (Rowe & Slater, 1976). Cartwright and Lemer (1963) found that
clients in "client-centered" therapy were more likely to improve when their therapists'
understanding of them increased during treatment. The therapists' understanding was
assessed based on the similarity between the client's construing o f self on a set of elicited
constructs and the therapist's use o f the same constructs when role-playing the client
Landfield (1971) reports that the greater the differences in content between clients’
constructs and those of their therapists, the more likely clients are to prematurely terminate
therapy.
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While the ability to inter the constructs of others is important for the development
and maintenance of a meaningful relationship, it appears that the reverse is also true; the
development of a relationship can improve the parties’ understanding of each other’s
constructs. Landtield and Rivers (1975: Landlleld, 1979) used an interpersonal transaction
technique to facilitate communication and understanding between rotating pairs in a group
setting. They found that the technique increased the ability of the subjects to predict the
constructs of the others in the group.
In a study in which the subjects were clients in therapy for the treatment of shyness
(McKain, Glass, AmkofF, Sydnor-Greenberg & Shea, 19S8), it was found that shy people
had fewer functionally independent constructs than non-shy people, suggesting that they may
have difficulty understanding and accurately anticipating the behaviour of others. In
addition, their more integrated construct systems made it more difficult for them to undergo
personal change in therapy because, when each construct is more closely related to the
others, a change in one construct implies change to the whole system. Thus, the more they
saw themselves as being shy, the harder it was for them to conceive of change on that
dimension. Shyness becomes somewhat of a self-perpetuating problem as the client’s lack
of social skills causes him or her to withdraw, reducing the opportunity for social experiments
such as trying out new interaction styles, and reducing the opportunity to improve the ability
to understand others.
There is considerable research summarized by Applegate (1983) which shows that
when subjects are induced to try to persuade others, subjects with highly differentiated
construct systems and those who use more abstract constructs when construing people will
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have a larger repertoire of persuasive strategies in dealing with others. They are also better
able to adapt the persuasive arguments to the perspective of those they w i s h to persuade, use
strategies which make use of the disposition of others as a basis for persuasion, and are more
concerned with maintaining a positive relationship during the persuasive process.
These findings are consistent with earlier research (Adams-Webber, 1969; 1970c;
Bieri. 1955; Neimeyer, Neimeyer, and Landfield, 1983) which found that subjects who had
more differentiated construct systems were better able to infer the constructs of others. In
theory, subjects with a looser, more differentiated construing style have constructs which are
more permeable, or open to change, and have constructs which have a wider range of
convenience. In other words, because their constructs are not so tightly inter-related, they
arc better able to extend relevant constructs to new situations and/or permit new elements to
be integrated into the existing system. As such, they are in a better position to infer the
constructs of others by virtue o f their more flexible construct system.
Conclusions. There is ample evidence to support Kelly's Commonality and Sociality
Corollaries. Together, the two corollaries provide an explanation of the process by which
we come to share, to an extent, a social construction of reality while retaining our
individuality of construing. If we did not share some aspects of our construction we would
be unable to communicate with others, and if we were unable to infer the constructs of
others, we could not enter into a meaningful interaction with them. In this way, social
process can be described as a result of partially shared constructions of reality and the ability
and willingness to play along with the constructions of others. Social interaction requires
both.
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The research on commonality and sociality is very content oriented since it is the
constructs of others which we are said to share or infer, as the case may be. Certainly
structure is a factor in our ability to infer the constructs of others (Adams-Webber, 1969;
1970c; Bieri, 1955; Neimeyer, Neimeyer & Landfield, 1983), but when Kelly says that one
plays a role in a social process involving another, the role he is referring to is a set of
constructs used by the other person in the interaction. These constructs may be fairly general
such as "friendly" or very specific such as "talks too much", but they are the basis for the
expectations utilized in social interaction.

Applying Personal Construct Psychology to the Studv of Social Roles
Personal Construct Psychology has a tradition of respect for the unique experience
of the individual while also attempting to discover universal processes which govern the way
in which people organize their experiences into a model of reality. However, any discussion
of content is often treated simply as an example to illustrate some structural process. It is
very difficult to generalize the content from one individual to another.
But as Kelly pointed out, people are social creatures and, despite their individuality,
there is also a shared aspect to their construing. This shared aspect represents an opportunity
to investigate a whole new world o f content, the social construction of a culture or
subculture. To the extent that members of a culture share certain constructs, we could say
that those constructs represent a social construction of reality. For example, gender roles
could be explained as a product of society (a social construction), or as a set o f personal
constructs (shared by individuals) which make up a constructed role. The difference
between the two is the location of the construing, whether at the level of the individual or the
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society (Balnaves & Caputi, 1993).
The distinction is important because individuals vaiy regarding the extent to which
they share the constructs of others in their culture. Interaction with others is nonetheless
possible because individuals are able to infer the constructs of others. Of particular interest
would be the extent to which the individuals in a culture share the social construction or
merely play a role within the culture by inferring the constructs of others, but do not adopt
the role as a set of core constructs within their own system.
Such an investigation could proceed by first determining the constructs that make up
a social role, then eliciting constructs from individuals and assessing the extent to which
individuals share those constructs that constitute the social role. This could also be compared
to the extent to which they identify themselves as performing the role or the extent to which
they engage in the behaviours associated with the role. In this way, constructed reality could
be dealt with on two levels, the level of the individual and the social or cultural level.

Symbolic rnteractionism
As discussed earlier, PCP tends to focus on the construing process of the individual
as opposed to the social factors that influence construing. This has been identified as a
shortcoming o f PCP with the following caveats: First, PCP originated as a therapeutic
method for the purpose of understanding clients and helping them through personal change.
As such, it focuses on the individual rather than the social context From a pragmatic
standpoint Kelly found that clinical work was best approached from the level of the
individual. Second, PCP does recognize that individuals function in a social context. Their
construct systems are influenced to some extent by that context and they must be aware and

Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

be willing to recognize that others have their own construct systems if they are to function
effectively in their interactions with them.
PCP does not provide adequate explanations regarding how individuals come to share
the constructs of others and the function of these shared social constructs on a social/cultural
level. PCP describes the construing process at the level of the individual but not the social
level. In order to address social constructions we must turn to theoretical approaches which
deal with social interaction. There is a substantial body of cross-disciplinary literature
exploring culture and its relation to the individual which is beyond the scope of this research.
However, the work ofG.H. Mead (,1934) and the subsequent literature regarding symbolic
interactionism provide a theoretical framework similar to that of PCP and a useful foundation
from which to approach these issues.
Symbolic Interactionism is based on an epistemology similar to PCP in that both are
essentially constructivist theories. Symbolic interactionism holds that reality is socially
constructed or negotiated through the interactions of individuals. Like Kelly, Mead
emphasized that individuals differ in their "consciousness" through the "selective power of
attention" (Mead, 1968). Mead recognized that individuals are thinking, intentional beings
whose actions are directed towards some end. Furthermore, objects which enter the
consciousness of an individual are given meaning in relation to the individual's intentionality.
That is to say that objects serve a purpose and that purpose gives them meaning.
Because individuals have selective attention and work towards different goals, the
experiences of any two individuals will differ, even when in the same environment. This
concept is very similar to Kelly’s notion of constructive altemativism.
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Human beings are social creatures and, apart from other animals, are self-aware.
Through interaction with others, the individual must plan and organize his or her behaviours
in relation to others. In this way, others become "objects" having meaning for the individual.
The individual attempts to anticipate the responses of others in the interaction process.
Successful interaction requires that individuals "take the role of the other" or attempt
to perceive themselves as others do during the course of social interaction. In other words,
one attempts to see oneself through the eyes of others with whom one is interacting. In this
way, individuals are said to be self-aware, and become objects of their own consciousness.
The similarity to Kelly's Sociality Corollary is evident Individuals must be aware that others
respond based on their construction of events and must attempt to understand the
constructions of others.
However, for Mead, the self is a social construction in that it exists only in relation
to others. Kelly describes the self as an element which the individual construes using
constructs derived through experience of others, by observing and noting similarities and
differences. In this way the self can be said to be construed in a social context because the
constructs developed through observation of others are applied to the self. Mead and other
symbolic interactionists (Berger & Luckmann, 1966; Wicklund & Gollwitzer, 1982) go one
step further. They theorize that the self comes about through acknowledgement by others.
In order for individuals to identify themselves in a particular way, it is essential that the
community recognize that the individual possesses a particular self-definition and that they
act accordingly.
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For example, in order for one to successfully identify- oneself as a dentist, one must
seek the acknowledgement of others. This can be done by obtaining an education and
displaying the diploma, wearing a white lab coat, and creating a suitable workspace. In so
doing, the dentist identifies himself or herself as a dentist to others. If he or she fails to do
so and is not recognized as a dentist, he or she will attract few clients and be denied the
acknowledgement of others.
Wicklund and Golhvitzer (1982) also make the point that the symbols used to identify
oneself to others have the same effect on oneself, but the identification is incomplete without
its recognition by others. Self-definition takes piace primarily through the adoption of social
roles (Stryker, 1989).
Stryker (1989) has developed Identity Theory from within the symbolic interactionist
perspective. Identity theory describes, in greater detail, how one comes to apply social roles
to the self. According to Stryker, much of the self-referential process involves social roles.
The individual is motivated to select, act out, and seek confirmation of one's social roles.
The self is made up of identities, or "internalized role designations". These identities are
organized in a hierarchical fashion so that the individual can successively engage one or the
other role. The organization o f identities is very similar to Kelly’s description of the
organization of the construct system (Organization and Fragmentation Corollaries, Appendix
"B").
Symbols play an important part in symbolic interactionist theory. A symbol can be
any object which has meaning in a culture. Individuals come to understand the meanings
that exist in that culture through interactions with others. In the example o f the dentist.
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symbols are used to represent something else to others within the culture. The diploma
represents a formal education and an expected skill, ability and authority to act as a dentist.
Because of our need to effectively communicate with others, human beings developed a
system o f symbols which we refer to as language.
Again we have a strong similarity in the use of the term "symbol" and Kelly's use of
the term "construct". Constructs are also linguistically based cognitions which have no real
meaning apart from that which is given to it by those who use it. The difference is that
constructs arc used to represent similarities and differences in elements as experienced by the
construer, who then uses the system of constructs to explain and anticipate events. Symbols
are given meaning by a culture through the shared understanding of individuals, and are used
to communicate that meaning.
The shared meaning of symbols is possible because individuals do not simply take
the role of individual others but also take the role of the "generalized other.” In so doing, the
individual reflects on himself or herself from the eyes of society in general, or some part
thereof. In taking the role of the generalized other, the individual assumes or infers the
meaning given to an object or symbol by all members o f a community or culture (Mead,
1968). In this way, the individual is reacting to the rules and norms of a society.
For symbolic interactionists meaning is defined on two levels. The individual plays
a part in the meaning that he or she attaches to an object, and to some extent that meaning
is unique. But meaning is also given by the assent of the others in the culture as they
acknowledge or confirm the meanings inferred by the individual. In this way the shared
meaning takes on a life of its own apart from the construing of any one individual and
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becomes a socially constructed reality.
The socially constructed reality emerges out of a system in which the individual is
shaped by society and society is, in turn, shaped by the individual. This is in contrast to other
social theories which assume a more rigid structure to social interaction. For example, role
theory is based on the theory that there are more or less defined roles that exist in a society,
independent o f the "actors" who play the roles, much like the actors in a play act out a
written script (Stryker & Statham, 19S5). Role theory portrays roles as a set of expectations
that others have regarding the behaviour of an individual occupying a certain position in the
culture. These roles are fixed and constrain the behaviour of the actor. Symbolic
interactionists view roles as being more flexible and open to individual interpretation. Like
rules and norms, roles are constructed through social interaction and are based on shared
meaning.
Symbolic interactionism and PCP are similar in their approach to understanding the
person and are based on the same basic philosophical foundation. They arc both based on
a constructivist epistemology and both recognize the uniqueness of the individual’s construing
even within a cultural context As such, symbolic interactionism can be used to extend PCP
into the area o f research regarding social interaction and social role.
Although Kelly did not fully explore the nature of social constructions, we can adapt
personal construct psychology to the study of social constructs by approaching constructs as
having both a personal aspect and a social aspect. In other words, constructs can be
described in much the same way as Mead described symbols. We have already seen how
Kelly used constructed roles in therapy, and how social interaction is based on shared
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inference; if we are willing to define social roles as being socially constructed through
interaction then we can apply PCP to the study of social roles. In this way, one can explore
the construing process of the individual regarding social role and social identity from the
perspective of personal constructs.

A PCP Approach to Gender Role Identification
The thrust of this literature review has been on the perspective that PCP takes
regarding the construction of the self, or one’s experience of identity in a social context. It
has been shown that this identity develops through interactions with others and as a result of
the individual's attempts to understand and predict those interactions.
Through our interactions with others we come to share constructs with others, and
this sharing of constructs has an impact on our relationships with others, in feet we arc drawn
to relationships with others who share our constructs. Sharing constructs facilitates
communication.
The process by which we come to share constructs has not been studied sufficiently
to put forth a comprehensive theory, but it is reasonable to assume that as children with
developing construct systems, we adopt the constructs of those around us and integrate them
into our own systems so that they come to have a unique meaning for us, even though they
may be used in ways similar to the way they are used by others. Fortunately, we leam to
infer the constructs of others in order to interact with them and, in so doing, we expand our
own construct systems. This process is commonly referred to as socialization.
It seems logical to apply PCP, with its research regarding the experience of personal
identity, cognitive organization of perceptions of others, and the phenomenon of shared
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constructs to the questions that arise from the research on gender roles. Clearly, Bern’s
gender schema theory is consistent with the symbolic interactionist position that individuals
select certain roles for themselves and that these roles are social constructions.
Furthermore, there is a parallel between gender schema theory and PCP that suggests
an integration of the two approaches. Specifically, gender schema theory assumes that
individuals differ in the constructs that they use to organize their social perceptions and
focuses on the extent to which individuals use gender schema as a part of their personal
identity.
By operationalizing gender roles using a set of constructs (in the BSR1), Bern is also,
perhaps unwittingly, taking a PCP approach. Bern recognizes that individuals differ in the
extent to which they use certain constructs to organize or differentiate elements and assumes
that these same constructs are appl ied to the self. In fact, she points out that some individuals
do not appear to be using gender schemata. These individuals are identified as androgynous
or undifferentiated using the BSRi. Furthermore, some individuals appear to actively reject
traditional gender roles. These are males who are assessed as feminine and females who are
assessed as masculine using the BSRI. Bern refers to these individuals as "gender
subversives” because they fail to identify with the traditional gender role for their sex (Bern,
1993).
By integrating PCP and gender schema theory, we extend PCP to the study of social
roles in the hope of finding out more about how individuals use certain shared or socially
constructed constructs (or clusters of constructs) to organize their perceptions of self and
others. At the same time we bring a body of literature regarding cognitive organization of
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perceptions of people to the study of gender role schema and gender role identity.
In order to apply PCP to gender role research, it is necessary to redefine some of the
terms used in gender role research:
The term "role" is used in the gender role literature to refer to a set of behaviours that
are expected of those who occupy a social position. From the perspective of PCP, we might
say that a role carries with it a set of constructs which are commonly applied to the role.
Constructs are similar to behavioral expectations to which sociologists refer, but are often
more abstract and carry with them a body of literature and theory regarding the cognitive
processes by which an individual construes his or her social world.
A role can be described as a social construction, a set of constructs that members of
a society come to share by virtue of their having developed their construct systems within the
culture and through their interactions with others in that society. In other words, we believe
that individuals come to share constructs through the processes o f socialization and
internalization.
"Internalization" usually refers to the process by which one comes to adopt a society's
values as one’s own. However, we might also use internalization to refer to the process by
which an individual comes to adopt a social construction as his or her own so that he or she
shares that construction. And so individuals come to share, to some extent, the expectations
of others in a culture regarding the appropriate behaviours for males and females. These
expectations are organized in the construct system using constructs to differentiate people.
According to FCelly, constructs have a range of convenience (described earlier) such
that they are useful for differentiating certain classes of elements but do not apply well to
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others. Some constructs have a very wide range of convenience such as evaluative
constructs (good or bad for example), while others refer to quite specific behaviours (the
construct "gets good grades" for example). So we might expect that there are specific
constructs that individuals use to differentiate people of one gender from the other, and that
these constructs are, to some extent, shared with others of the same culture.
"Identity" is not a term that is frequently used in PCP but it has been used here to
mean the set of constructs which a person applies to his or her self. Identity is one's
experience of who one is within one's own construct system. It locates oneself among one's
perceptions of others. Kelly was referring to this notion of identity when he defined guilt as
"the perception of one's apparent dislodgement from one’s core role structure" (Kelly, 1955;
see Appendix "C").
"Gender role identity” shall be used here to refer to the extent to which one applies
the normative constructs associated with one or the other gender role to oneself and in so
doing locates oneself in respect to others using gender role constructs. For example, one
could see oneself as being particularly masculine or feminine, that is exhibiting the
characteristics of the stereotypical male or female. On the other hand, one may not place
much emphasis on these types of constructs when construing oneself.
It is suggested that the definition of gender role identity used here has the advantage
of being sensitive to the individual’s personal construing process in that it considers the extent
to which the individual uses gender role in his or her construing of people in general and the
self in particular, rather than assuming that the subject uses gender roles as a major factor
in the construct system.
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There has been one such attempt to integrate PCP and gender role research which
to some extent anticipated Bern's gender schema theory. Tunnell (1981) used a variation of
Kelly's technique to elicit constructs that subjects use to describe acquaintances and then
analyzed them to discover the extent to which subjects used gender roles as pan of their
construct system.
Tunnell's subjects were 49 female Smith College students who were identified as
feminine or androgynous using the BSRI. The subjects were randomly selected from a
larger pool of respondents. The final sample consisted of 23 androgynous and 26 feminine
subjects.
Tunnell presented the subjects with pairs of elements (people) from a standard (see
Landfield, 1971) 18 x 18 repertory grid matrix and asked subjects to describe how the two
elements from each pair were similar or different. In this way 18 constructs were elicited
from each subject The constructs were later analyzed by a panel of judges who rated each
term on the degree to which it had traditionally been more characteristic of men or women
in American society. Using the judges' ratings, the constructs were classified as either
masculine (traditionally characteristic of men), feminine (traditionally characteristic of
women), or neutral. Subjects were then asked to rate themselves using their own elicited
constructs. Subjects were also classified as to gender role using the BSRI. Because all of
the subjects were female, only two classifications were used: feminine and androgynous.
Tunnell found that feminine females used more feminine constructs than
androgynous females to describe both themselves and other elements, but also found that
androgynous subjects used more masculine constructs to describe themselves and the other
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elements than did feminine subjects. This finding supports Bern's original theory of
androgyny, that masculinity and femininity are independent and that androgynous individuals
exhibit both characteristics.
However, it is difficult to explain whv feminine subjects would use more feminine
constructs but less masculine constructs than androgynous subjects from a gender schema
perspective. If gender stereotyped subjects arc, in fact, using gender schemata; should they
not also be using masculine constructs? This is particularly puzzling if we assume that
gender role constructs are bipolar constructs. Bipolar constructs are paired opposites such
as good-bad or wise-foolish. If gender roles form a single superordinate construct, as Bern
suggests, we might expect that masculinity and femininity would occupy opposite poles.
Tunnell also found that androgynous subjects were more likely to use constructs in
which one pole o f the construct was masculine while the other was feminine. Feminine
subjects were more likely to use constructs in which both poles were feminine. In theory,
such constructs would be useful for differentiating between female elements, although one
half of the elements were male and the other half were female. This finding is not consistent
with gender schema theory.
According to gender schema theory, we would expect traditionally gender-typed
subjects to use more constructs which differentiate elements based on gender than do
androgynous and undifferentiated subjects. Instead we find that feminine subjects appear
to be using "feminine constructs” to differentiate between female elements, while
androgynous subjects are using constructs which, in theory, are best suited for differentiating
between males and females.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

69

In addition, Tunnell found that feminine subjects were more likely than androgynous
subjects to perceive members of male-female dyads as different (rather than similar) while
androgynous subjects were more likely to perceive differences in male-male dyads. This is
consistent with gender schema theory. However, feminine subjects were also more likely to
perceive members of female-female dyads as different from each other. This suggests that
feminine subjects are making more distinctions between female elements than are
androgynous subjects, who arc more likely to differentiate between male elements. This is
consistent with the finding that feminine subjects used more constructs in which both poles
were feminine but is not consistent with gender schema theory.
One possible explanation for Tunnell’s mixed results is that all the subjects in his
study were female. Because subjects are classified into gender roles on the BSRI using a
median split method (see method section), using all female subjects would result in an
unusually high median for the femininity subscore and an unusually low median for the
masculinity subscore, which in turn would result in different classifications for some subjects
than would be the case if male subjects had been included in the study.
In addition, it seems that although the feminine subjects are using more feminine
constructs, they are not using them to differentiate between gender (male and female
elements), but are actually using them to differentiate between female elements. It may be
that constructs which are generally used in a culture to differentiate gender roles may be used
by some to differentiate elements within a gender.
Tunnell's study had one major advantage over the gender schema research described
earlier because elicited as opposed to supplied constructs were used. In the earlier
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discussion, the methodology of the other gender schema studies was criticized because they
supplied descriptive items (constructs) which formed part of the socially constructed gender
role. This methodology tends to assess the extent to which subjects use gender role schema
when gender is a particularly salient feature of the task. Eliciting the subjects’ own constructs
can reveal whether subjects "spontaneously organize" (Bern, 19S7) their perceptions based
on gender role.
Generally, the research with respect to supplied constructs indicates that subjects are
quite willing and able to use supplied constructs to rate themselves and others if asked to do
so, but that the task of rating people on elicited constructs is much more meaningful and
indicative o f their own construing processes (Cromwell & Caldwell, 1962).
Of course, it is possible to supply constructs and have the subjects rate the extent to
which they find the constructs to be meaningful or useful for describing people, but this line
of research shows that subjects find their own (elicited) constructs to be more meaningful
to them than those supplied by the researcher. When asked to rate how meaningful a
construct is, or how useful a construct is for the purpose of describing people, subjects rate
their own constructs as more meaningful and useful than constructs which arc supplied by
the researcher (Adams-Webber & Benjafield, 1973; Landfield, 1965; 1967; Mitsos, 1961).
The more meaningful the construct, the more implications it has in the construct
system. That is to say, it is more integrated into the system and correlates to a greater extent
with other constructs (Kelly, 1955; Lemon & Warren, 1974). The most meaningful
constructs tend to be central to the subject's construct system and are the most resistant to
change (Bender, 1974; Hinkle, 1965 in Adams-Webber, 1979; Fransella, 1972; Smith and
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Leach, 1972).
Because subjects find their own constructs to be more meaningful than supplied
constructs, we ought to be suspect of the results of self report inventories, as they may
impose certain demand characteristics on the subject which causes the subject to make use
of constructs that may not be a part of his or her day-to-day construing.

The Current Studv
It would be interesting to test gender schema theory using constructs that were
elicited from both male and female subjects in a less structured format than that used by
Tunnell. Tunnell's methodology requires subjects to respond to dyads, a specified proportion
of which are male-female, female-female, and male-male.

A more free-response

methodology for the elicitation of constructs does exist
Crockett (1965) used a technique in which subjects simply listed terms that described
individual elements, one at a time, in order to elicit constructs. Originally, Crockett used the
technique to assess the number o f constructs the subject has in his or her repertoire, a
measure he defined as cognitive complexity. The technique has since fallen into disuse but
is revived for use in this study and is described in detail in the method section o f this paper.
The Crockett technique has the advantage o f not directly forcing comparisons of
individuals based on the sex of the element. In addition, it does not limit the subjects to a
specific number of constructs. On average, subjects generate 45 to 50 constructs using
Crockett's technique (see Appendix D, Table 1), compared to a set number of only 18
constructs using Tunnell's method. The constructs generated using the Crockett technique
can then be analyzed to assess the extent to which subjects use gender roles in their
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descriptions of others.
In order to permit findings that are consistent with Bern's original hypothesis that
masclinity and femininity are independent dimensions, the subjects' use of masculine and
feminine constructs shall be measured separately. However, based on gender schema theory',
it is expected that implicit in the tendency to organize one's perceptions based on gender role
is the tendency to differentiate male from female (masculine from feminine) in the form of
a superordinate bipolar construct. This expectation is supported by the literature which
defines gender schema processing as the tendency to attend to gender role cues, and links the
differentiation of gender to identification with traditional gender roles.
Of course, it is possible to exhibit (and report) behaviours consistent with only one
or the other gender role, or both as is the case with androgynous subjects, independent of
one’s constructions of that behaviour. However, if the topic of interest is the subject's own
use of gender role schemata, then gender role cognitions and constructs are what we ought
to be studying rather than self reports of one’s own behaviour on a scale which supplies
gender role constructs.
Based on gender schema theory we expect that there should be a fundamental
difference between traditionally gender-typed subjects and those subjects who are
androgynous or undifferentiated. The former subjects are expected to use more masculine
and feminine constructs and to differentiate others based on gender using those constructs
while the latter should be less inclined to organize their construct systems based on gender
or gender role.
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In order to test whether gender-typed subjects would generate more masculine and/or
feminine constructs than androgynous and undifferentiated subjects, an earlier study was
done by this author. The Crockett Role Category Questionnaire (RCQ) was administered
to 107 Introductory Psychology students at the University of Windsor. In addition, the Bern
Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) was also administered to these same subjects. A summary of the
method and results of the 1991 study are presented in Appendix "D".
The subjects were then classified into androgynous, undifferentiated, gender-typed
female, gender-typed male, cross gender-typed female, and cross gender-typed male
categories based on their scores on the BSRI using the median-split method (Bern, 1977;
Spence et al., 1975). The construct protocols generated by the subjects using the RCQ
technique were scored for cognitive complexity (the number of independent constructs used
by each subject) and also analyzed to determine the number of "masculine" and "feminine"
constructs (constructs consistent with one or the other gender role).
Although there were no significant differences between the six groups in the total
number of constructs generated by the subjects, there were differences in the number of
masculine and feminine constructs. Significant differences were found between the
traditionally gender stereotyped groups (masculine males and feminine females) and the non
stereotyped groups (androgynous and undifferentiated). As predicted by Bern's gender
schema theory, the traditionally stereotyped groups used more constructs associated with the
masculine gender role to describe themselves and others on the RCQ.
An unexpected result occurred regarding the cross gender-typed subjects. Cross
gender-typed females used significantly more "masculine" constructs than every other gender
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role identity group except gender-typed males. Cross gender-typed males, on the other hand,
differed only from cross gender-typed females in the number of masculine gender role
constructs generated, the former using significantly less than the latter.
The results suggest that cross gender-typed females are using the masculine gender
role schema in their descriptions of people to a greater extent than even traditionally gendertvped subjects, yet they choose for themselves the nontraditional (for the female gender)
masculine role. Cross gender-typed males, on the other hand, seem less inclined to use
gender role schemata than cross gender-typed females, and may be (to an extent) rejecting
the culturally dominant schema as a useful construct system.
Unfortunately, the results regarding the subjects’ use of "masculine" constructs was
not repeated for the "feminine" constructs data. This difference between the subjects' use
of masculine and feminine constructs is more consistent with Bern's (1974) original
hypothesis that masculinity and femininity are independent aspects of personality than they
are with gender schema theory. It also suggests that some subjects, particularly those who
were classified as identifying with the masculine gender roie, may be using masculine
constructs to describe themselves and others to the exclusion of feminine constructs. It is
unclear why this might be so.
The results also showed that females in general use more feminine constructs than
do males, further suggesting that masculinity and femininity may not be parts of a single
schema. This last result is difficult to explain because we do not see a corresponding
difference between males and females in the number of masculine constructs. The problem
may be that an odd number of elements were presented to the subjects, so the elements were
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not balanced for the sex of the element.
Furthermore, it is possible that subjects tend to generate more constructs when asked
to describe themselves than when asked to describe others. The Self and Ideal Self both
were used as elements in this study, creating the possibility of a greater imbalance in the type
of constructs generated. Therefore, it would be best to use an even number of male and
female elements in a subsequent study and omit the self and ideal self as elements. The
research presented herein also uses a more sophisticated method of assessing whether a
construct is gender-schematic (part of the dominant social construction of the male and
female gender role).
In addition, we shall need to determine whether subjects are actually using genderschematic constructs to differentiate elements along gender role lines. Theoretically it is
possible that some subjects are using constructs which society deems to be descriptive o f a
gender role in such a way as to be non gender-specific.
For example, if a subject uses the construct "assertive" to describe an element, it is
not clear whether the use of that construct implies a perception of masculinity in the element;
even though we, as a culture, attribute assertiveness to the masculine gender role (Bern,
1974). We can test for this possibility by comparing whether constructs such as "assertive”
are applied differentially to male and female elements. If so, then they are being used to
differentiate elements based on gender schema.
Gender schema theory states that traditionally gender-typed individuals will tend to
perceive others based on gender cues and will organize their perceptions o f others based on
gender and gender roles to a greater extent than non gender-typed individuals. The literature
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shows that gender-typed subjects are more likely to attribute gender role behaviours and
characteristics to others when gender role adjectives are supplied by the researcher. If so.
gender-typed subjects ought to be more likely to classify others as masculine and feminine
when asked to describe them using the items from the BSRI.
Therefore, in the current study subjects will be asked to rate the same elements rated
in the RCQ using the BSRI. If gender-typed subjects rate more elements as masculine or
feminine on the BSRi than do non gender-tvped subjects, this will be further evidence that
gender-typed subjects arc using gender role constructs to differentiate others based on gender
schema.

Hypotheses
The following hypotheses follow from Bern's gender schema theory but also make
use of Kelly’s Psychology of Personal Constructs and symbolic interactionism as a theoretical
foundation from which to explore subjects' perceptions of others within a cultural context.
First Hypothesis. Both PCP and gender schema theory assume that subjects will use
the same constructs to identify themselves in a social context as they use to organize their
perceptions of others. Given the evidence that gender role identification is predictive of the
tendency to attend to gender role information and perceive others using gender role criteria,
we would expect that:
Hypothesis #1: Gender stereotyped (masculine male andfeminine female) subjects

will use more gender role specific constructs when describ ing others when compared to
subjects who are not gender stereotyped (androgynous and undifferentiated subjects).
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Second Hypothesis. In order to be sure that subjects who use constructs which are
indicative of the social stereotype are actually using these constructs as a means of
differentiating others based on gender, it will be necessary to compare how subjects apply
these constructs to male and female elements. Results should show that gender stereotyped
subjects will apply constructs which are associated with gender role differently to male and
female elements.
Hypothesis #2: Gender stereotyped (masculine male andfemininefemale) subjects

will apply masculine and feminine constructs differently depending on the sex o f the
element, while androgynous and undifferentiated subjects will be less inclined to do so.
The following corollaries can be derived from Hypothesis #2:
(a)

Gender stereotyped subjects will apply constructs which are descriptive o f

the male gender role more frequently to males than to females while androgynous and
undifferentiated subjects will do so to a lesser extent.
(b)

Gender stereotyped subjects will apply constructs which are descriptive o f

the female gender role more frequently tofemales than to males while androgynous and
undifferentiated subjects will do so to a less extent.
Third Hypothesis. Similarly, subjects

ho use stereotypic gender roles to identify

themselves within the social context are likely to impose the same roles on others. Based on
gender schema theory, it is expected that gender stereotyped individuals will attempt to
organize their perceptions o f others around gender schema, and so they will not only use
more gender constructs than non-stereotyped individuals, they will also be more inclined to
perceive others as exhibiting masculine or feminine gender role behaviours and
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characteristics. Theoretically, gender specific constructs are most useful for differentiating
elements based on gender.
Hypothesis #3: If'hen rating others on the BSRI. gender stereotyped subjects

(masculine male and feminine female subjects) will have a greater tendency to classify'
others based on gender role when compared to non-stereotyped subjects (androgynous and
undifferentiated subjects).
Cross Gender-tvped Subjects. Because the theory does not explicitly state the extent
to which we would expect cross gender-typed subjects to engage in gender schematic
construing, a firm hypothesis regarding these subjects can not be developed. Furthermore,
the research in this area has produced mixed results. However, the 1991 study reported
herein suggests that there is a difference between cross gender-typed males and cross gendertyped females regarding their use of gender schemata. Cross gender-typed females appear
to be using gender schemata but select the non-traditional masculine role for themselves
while cross gender-typed males appear to construe people more as do androgynous and
undifferentiated individuals, relying to a lesser extent on gender schemata.
The methodology and analysis of this study will allow the responses of cross gendertyped males and females to be studied separately. Similarly, the subjects' use of masculine
and feminine gender role constructs will be studied separately.
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CHAPTER II
METHOD
Subjects

Subjects were 193 first year university students at Brock University, St. Catharines,
Ontario, 99 males and 94 females. Subjects ranged in age from 18 to 25 years. The subjects
were volunteers given a choice among research projects in which to participate for academic
credit. Data collection was done in groups over a period of one month.

Measures
Crockett Cognitive Complexity Test. In order to study the content of the subjects'
construct systems it is necessary to elicit the subjects’ constructs. Kelly's original technique
of providing subjects with triads and asking the subjects to indicate how two of the three are
similar is the traditional method of construct elicitation in preparation for administration of
a repertory grid. However, this technique is time consuming, is limited by the number of
triads that can be created with a pool o f elements, and is usually done individually with a
researcher and subject in a one-on-one fashion.
There is another technique introduced by Walter Crockett (1965) which makes use
of a more free response format. Briefly, subjects are asked to consider an individual with
whom they are familiar, such as a family member or friend, and to describe that person, on
paper, as fully as possible within a three minute time limit This process is repeated with
another acquaintance o f the subject until the subject has described anywhere from two to
eight people.
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Crockett used this technique, known as the Role Category Questionnaire (RCQ). to
assess what he referred to as the cognitive complexity of the subjects. Quite simply, this was
the number of personality characteristics that the subject generated during the task.
(Constructs which are physical descriptions or are otherwise deemed by the researcher not
to be personality characteristics are not counted.) Cognitive complexity is believed to be an
indication of the repertoire of constructs that the subject has available to organize his or her
perceptions of people. The constructs generated during the RCQ are a sample o f the total
set of constructs available to the subject.
The complexity of a cognitive system is a function of the number of elements in the
system and the differentiation of those elements through the application of constructs.
Crockett uses the term "differentiation" in a way that is theoretically similar to that of Space
and Cromwell (1980), although the latter are referring to a variable derived through a
formula from grid data which indicates the mathematical "distance" between elements in the
construct system.
Similarly, Crockett’s use of the term "cognitive complexity" is akin to that used by
Bieri (1955), described earlier. However, Bieri's operationalization of cognitive complexity
is a structural variable o f the repertory grid which is a function of the correlation of
constructs as they are applied to the set of elements in the grid. Crockett operationalized
cognitive complexity as the number of constructs generated by the subject in the task
described above.
More simply stated, Crockett was counting the number of constructs generated in a
standardized test, while both Space and Cromwell, and Bieri were assessing the extent to
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which a subject’s constructs are functionally independent.
Crockett found that female subjects used more constructs than male subjects to
describe others in general. This is explained by suggesting that "interpersonal relations are
more relevant to women’s activities than to men’s" (Crockett, 1965 p.60). Crockett also
reported that subjects used more constructs to describe those they like than those they dislike.
Young subjects also used more constructs to describe peers than to describe adults who were
older than the subjects. These effects were increased when the person being described was
female. The main effects of age and whether the person being described is liked by the
subject or not are easily explained by Crockett. Subjects are likely to interact more
frequently with peers and those they like, and so they develop a more complex system to
describe them.
By the same token, subjects use more constructs to describe people of the same
gender as themselves and less to describe those of the other gender, particularly if the person
is disliked. Presumably, the subjects had less contact with people o f the opposite sex,
particularly those they disliked. However, the difference between people the subject likes
and those the subject does not like may also be explained by later findings that subjects have
fewer negative constructs than positive constructs and are more reluctant to apply negative
constructs to others (Adams-Webber & Benjafield, 1973; Benjafield & Adams-Webber,
1975; 1976).
Crockett's findings are supportive of others who have found that subjects who are
cognitively complex, as defined by Bieri's method, are better able to predict the responses
of others on a questionnaire (Bieri, 1955) and are better able to infer the constructs of others
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(Adams-Webber, 1969). Subjects who are found to be more cognitively complex using the
RCQ are able to distinguish more clearly between other individuals and assume that others
are less similar to themselves. They are also better able to use both favourable and
unfavourable constructs in their descriptions of the same people and to integrate
contradictory information in their impressions of others (Crockett, 1965; Nidorf & Crockett,
1965; Rosenkrantz & Crockett, 1965).
It should be noted that after an extensive review of the literature, O'Keefe and Sypher
(1981) conclude that there is little or no relationship between cognitive complexity as
measured using Crockett’s RCQ and Bieri's measure of cognitive complexity. In fact,
Crockett’s cognitive complexity does not correlate well with any variables derived from the
repertory grid, which suggests that the RCQ is measuring something very different from
repertory grid variables.
As mentioned earlier, Bieri’s measure of cognitive complexity is really a measure of
the differentiation (correlation) of constructs within a.standardized repertory grid format with
a specified number of constructs and elements. Bieri was measuring the functional
differentiation of a limited number of constructs. Crockett’s RCQ measures the number of
constructs in the subject's repertoire; usually considerably larger than the limit set by most
grid research. More constructs provide the subject with a greater ability to construe others
in a complex manner, and so of the two, Crockett's technique is more accurately referred to
as a measure o f "cognitive complexity".
Crockett reported a very high reliability for his cognitive complexity measure.
Subjects’ scores correlated at 0.95 (p<.01) when retested four months later. O'Keefe and
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Sypher (19S1) report other reliability-estimates of 0.84 and 0.8b in unpublished studies using
adult subjects. On the other hand, one would expect that cognitive complexity would
increase with age in children, and this has in fact been reported in the literature (Clark &
Delia. 1977; O'Keefe & Sypher, 1981; Scarlett. Press & Crockett. 1971).
Aside from being reliable, any good assessment instrument must also be independent
of other theoretically different factors. Several tesearchcrs have tested the relationship of
Crockett's cognitive complexity to verbal intelligence, fluency, writing speed, vocabulary,
intellectual achievement and intelligence and have found them to be unrelated (Burleson,
Applegate & Neuwirth, 19S1; Crockett, 1965; Delia & Crockett, 1973; O’Keefe &. Sypher.
1981; Press, Crockett & Rosenkrantz, 1969; Scarlett, Press & Crockett, 1971).
In summary O'Keefe and Sypher (1981) found the RCQ to be an excellent technique
to assess cognitive complexity, being more reliable and less contaminated than other
techniques, such as Bieri's. Overall, the RCQ is consistent with a definition of cognitive
complexity that focuses on the subject’s ability to effectively organize his or her perceptions
o f others using descriptions of personality and social behaviour to differentiate between
elements. In addition, it provides a protocol of the subject's constructs which apply to the
set of elements used in the administration of the RCQ.
If it is possible to extract from that protocol those constructs which can be said to be
personality characteristics, then it ought to be possible to further analyze the subject's
responses in order to extract constructs of a particular type. This sort of thing has been done
using constructs generated by the repertory grid technique (Tunnell, 1981). For example,
one could assess the extent to which a subject uses constructs that have to do with gender
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by counting the number of times that such constructs are used in the RCQ protocols.
For the purposes of this study, a modified version of the Crockett cognitive
complexity test (Crockett, 1965), is used to assess the subject’s level of cognitive complexity'
as well as to elicit constructs that he or she uses to describe people. These constructs are
later analyzed to reveal the number of gender-role specific constructs used by each subject.
The test consists of a series of blank sheets of paper, each of which is ascribed to an
individual who plays an important role in the subject's life. The subject is required to list all
the words or phrases that he or she can think o f which describe the individual in question.
A limited time is given in which to complete this task before moving on to the next sheet.
A more detailed account of the administration of the Crockett Test is provided in the
procedure section.

Bern Sex Role Inventory. The Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) is a self report
inventory designed to assess the extent of the subject's identification with either the masculine
or feminine social role (Bern, 1974). Since its creation, the BSRI has been the dominant
measure o f gender role identification in the literature.
The BSRI consists of 60 items, 20 of which are keyed as masculine and 20 of which
are keyed as feminine. These items were chosen by asking 100 Stanford undergraduates (50
male and 50 female) to select from a pool of items describing social behaviours those items
which were considered to be appropriate for males, and those which were considered to be
appropriate for females. The remaining 20 items are control items which arc not indicative
of gender role but are used to control for social desirability.
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Subjects use a Likert scale to rate the extent to which they themselves engage in the
behaviours described in each of the 60 items. In most applications, subjects are assigned
both a masculinity (M) and femininity (F) score. This scoring technique is based on Bern's
theory that masculinity and femininity are not opposite poles on a continuum of gender
identity, but best thought of as separate dimensions of personality.
In testing the theory that masculinity and femininity are independent. Bern argued
that if masculinity and femininity were opposites, then there ought to be a negative
correlation between M and F subscales on the BSRI. Bern found no significant correlation,
although others have questioned the extent to which M and F are independent (Brems &
Johnson, 1990; Spence, 1984; Wong. McCreary & Dufly. 1990).
Bern also introduced an androgyny score which was defined as the student’s T ratio
for the difference between a subject’s responses on the M and F subscales. Alternatively,
androgyny can also be scored by subtracting the M from the F score for each subject. The
lower the absolute value of the score, the more androgynous the subject.
Spence et al. (1975) created a scale similar to the BSRI in that it was also intended
to assess gender role identification and consisted of M and F subscales. However, their
method of scoring was somewhat different. They calculated the median score for each
subscale and then classified the subjects into four groups. Feminine subjects score above the
median on the F scale but below the median on the M scale. Masculine subjects show the
reverse pattern. Those subjects who score above the median on both scales arc said to be
androgynous while those who score below the median on both scales arc undifferentiated.
Bern later adopted the same scoring technique for the BSRI (Bern, 1977).
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Although other gender identity inventories have been developed, they are similar in
design to the BSRI. The BSRI has been studied extensively and has been found to be
reliable and relatively free of contamination from social desirability effects (Bern, 1974;
Spence et a!., 1975). Bern (1974) reports test/retest reliability values of .90 for the
masculinity and femininity subscales and .93 for the androgyny score. Although it is now
twenty years old, the BSRI is still a popular assessment tool in gender role research today,
(e.g. Hudak, 1993; Jose, 1989; Renn & Calvert, 1993; Ross, Anderson & Wisock, 1982).

Procedure
Crockett Cognitive Complexity Test. The Crockett Test consisted of a series of
sheets o f paper, each of which was ascribed to an individual with whom the subject was
familiar. In the case of the present study, the individuals to be described (elements) were
presented to the subjects in the form of social roles. The subjects were given six pieces of
paper each of which had one o f the following headings: Mother, Father, Best Female
Friend, Best Male Friend, Most Disliked Female, Most Disliked Male.
The following instructions were read to the subject:

"You have been given six pages, each o f which has a description o f a social
role. You will he asked to think about the individual who best fits this role for you.
Please list, in point form, all the personality characteristics that you feel apply to
this person. You may use single words or phrases. After each characteristic please
indicate ifthe characteristic is positive, negative, or neutralfor the person you are
describing by using one o f these symbols after each characteristic (subjects’
attention was drawn to the blackboard instructions described below). You will be
given three minutes per page and I will instruct you as to when to begin andfinish
each page. Please wait for the instructions that accompany each page."
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The data collection took place in classrooms and so large blackboards were available.
The following was written on the blackboard prior to the reading of the oral instructions:
Positive
Negative
Neutral

+
0

The following oral instructions were given with each individual social role and
appeared on the response sheet. A sample of the first response sheet appears in Appendix

MOTHER:

"Think o f your mother or step-mother, whoever is more appropriate for
you, and list terms that describe her personality. I f you have neither, use the
female who best fills the role for you."
FATHER:

'Think o f yourfather or step-father, whoever is more appropriate for you,
and list terms that describe his personality. I f you have neither, use the male who
best fills the rolefor you."
BEST FEMALE FRIEND:

"Think o f your closest female friend and list the terms that describe her
personality."
BEST MALE FRIEND:

"Think o f your closest male friend and list the terms that describe his
personality. "
MOST DISLIKED FEMALE:

"Think o f the female person whom you most dislike and list the terms that
best describe her personality."
MOST DISLIKED MALE:

"Think o f the male person whomyou most dislike and list the terms that best
describe his personality."
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Bern Sex Role Inventory. Following the Crockett Cognitive Complexity test subjects
were asked to respond to a booklet consisting of an instruction page and seven copies of the
Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) used to assess gender-role identity (Bern, 1974). The
Crockett test was done first in order to prevent the BSRI from interfering with the construct
elicitation process. The title and nature of the BSRI was not revealed to the subjects until
debriefing.
The standard BSR! consists of an instruction page followed by sixty "personality
characteristics" each of which is accompanied by a seven point Likcrt scale. The subjects
were asked to indicate the extent to which each characteristic applies to them by circling the
appropriate response. The version of the BSRI used in this study is provided in Appendix
PA", a scoring key has been added.
In responding to the booklet used in this study, subjects were first asked to respond
to the items in the BSRI as a self-report inventoiy, then respond to an additional six copies
of the BSRI, on which they were asked to describe each of the individuals from the Crockett
Test separately on each copy of the BSRI. The copies of the BSRI used to rate the elements
from the Crockett Test had been altered in that they did not include additional instruction
pages, and the heading "Describe Yourself had been changed to "Describe Your Mother"
and so on.
A brief questionnaire regarding the subject's age, gender, sexual orientation, and
marital status followed the BSRI. The questionnaire is presented in Appendix "F".
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CHAPTER III
ANALYSIS AND RESI LTS

Scoring
Bern Sex Role Inventory. Scoring the Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) produces a
masculinity score and a femininity score for each subject. The masculinity and femininity
scores are both normally distributed in this study. Gender identity was scored using the
median-split method (Spence ct al„ 1975: Bern. 1977), in which the median for masculinity
and the median for femininity are used to determine the subject’s placement in one of four
categories: Masculine, Feminine, Androgynous and Undifferentiated. Subjects scoring
above the median in both M and F scales are classified androgynous, those below the median
on both scales are classified undifferentiated and those above the median on one scale but
below on the other are classified masculine or feminine.
Subjects are referred to as gender stereotyped if their gender identity matches their
gender (masculine males and feminine females) and cross-gender typed if their gender
identity does not match their gender (Bern, 1981; 1985; 1987; 1993).
O f the 193 subjects who participated, the data from two male subjects were thrown
out due to failure to respond on the RCQ as instructed. The remaining 191 subjects were
classified based on their self ratings on the BSRI as follows:

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

90

Table 1
SUBJECT BREAKDOWN

Androgynous
Undifferentiated
Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-Typed Females
Cross Gender-typed Males

Female
15
14
54

Male
18
20
48

11
94

11
97

Total
u
34
54
48
11
11
191

Only one male subject reported being homosexual in response to the biographical
questionnaire. The subject was classified as androgynous on the BSRI. One female subject
reported being bisexual, and was classified as undifferentiated on the BSRI. All other
subjects reported being heterosexual.
In addition, the elements (which the subjects rated on the additional copies of the
BSRI) were also classified as Masculine, Feminine, Androgynous and Undifferentiated. This
procedure was also performed using the median-split method described above. Separate
medians were calculated for the elements across all subjects as it was expected that subjects
might make more or less extreme judgements on the Likert scale when rating themselves
compared to rating others.
The medians for the self reports were 100.5 and 98.5 for the masculinity and
femininity scores, respectively. The medians for the ratings of elements were 97.5 and 94.5
for masculine items and feminine items, respectively.
Crockett Role Category Questionnaire. Scoring the Crockett RCQ is somewhat more
complicated. Using Crockett’s (1965) methodology, the researcher reviews the responses
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and counts the number of constructs generated by each subject. This results in a cognitive
complexity score (CC). Because the subject has described a number of individuals, some
constructs will appear more than once. Each construct is counted only once. Variations of
a construct are considered to be repetitions, for example one might see the descriptions "talks
a lot", "talkative", and "likes to talk" used 10 describe three different people. Descriptions
which may seem similar but use distinct wording such as "sincere" and "honest" are counted
as separate constructs. Constructs which appear to be opposites such as "talkative" and
"quiet" arc counted as two separate constructs. Such constructs may be two poles of the
same construct but they may also be independent constructs.
Counting constructs requires some judgement on the part of the person scoring the
data but inter-judge reliability regarding CC scores tends to be quite high. In their overview,
O’Keefe and Sypher (1981) report inter-rater reliabilities in excess of 0.90 while others
report inter-rater reliabilities as high as 0.97 (e.g., Balz, 1986). For the purposes of the
research presented here, the Crockett technique was used to identify and compile a list of
constructs generated by the subjects.
Rating the Constructs on IVlasculinity-Fentininity. Subjects generated a total of
857 unique constructs. The list o f constructs was randomized and broken down into two
separate lists o f400 constructs each, with 57 constructs remaining. Each list was given to
a set of 16 judges (eight male and eight female). Judges were recruited from the same
population as the subjects and were blind to the hypothesis and the other subjects’ scores.
A separate panel of judges reviewed each list and rated the constructs regarding whether or
not they form part of a gender role. In order to assess the reliability of the panels, a list of
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200 constructs which had already been rated was reviewed by a third panel of 16 judges.
The remaining 57 unrated constructs were added to this list. The two panels agreed on the
classification of 87% of the 200 constructs that made up the reliability test sample.
In a technique borrowed from Tunnel 1(1981), the j udges were asked t o "rate each
term on the degree to which it is traditionally more characteristic of men or women in North
American society.” Judges were asked to circle one of the following three choices for each
item: "Men”, if the term is traditionally more characteristic of men; "Women” if the term is
traditionally more characteristic of women; or "Neutral” if the term is not more characteristic
of one gender than the other.
Because gender roles are so pervasive, it was expected that there would be
considerable agreement among the judges. Using a seven-point rating scale Tunnel! (1981)
reported an inter-rater reliability (agreement of the judges' ratings) of 0.90. For the purposes
of this study, a construct was classified as belonging to the male gender role if 12 or more
of the 16 judges (minimum o f 75% agreement) classified it as being "traditionally
characteristic of men". Similarly, a construct was classified as belonging to the female
gender role if 12 or more of the 16 judges classified it as being "traditionally characteristic
of women". These constructs will be said to be "masculine" or "feminine" constructs
respectively. All other constructs were classified as neutral.
The terms "masculine construct" and "feminine construct" are adapted from Tunnell's
(1981) use of "masculine adjectives” and "feminine adjectives". They are used here to refer
to those constructs identified by the judges as being traditionally characteristic of one gender
or the other. These constructs make up the dominant gender roles in the population from
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which the subjects were drawn. It is also recognized that these gender roles are socially
constructed and may change over time. As such, there is no attempt on the part of the
researcher to impose any gender role stereotype on the data.
Using the masculine'feminine construct classifications, the original protocols were
reviewed and the number of constructs belonging to each gender role was counted, resulting
in a masculine construct complexity score (MCC) and a feminine construct complexity score
(FCC) for each subject. At this time the reviewer was blind to the subjects' scores on the
BSRI.
Hypothesis #2 states that gender stereotyped (masculine male and feminine female)
subjects will apply masculine and feminine constructs differently depending on the sex of the
element, while androgynous and undifferentiated subjects will be less inclined to do so. In
order to test hypothesis #2, it was necessary to count the number of masculine and feminine
constructs (as defined by the judges) used to describe each element, including constructs
which are repeated for separate elements; and then compare the number of positively coded
masculine constructs applied to male elements to the number of positively coded masculine
constructs applied to female elements for each subject. The same analysis was performed
using feminine constructs.
Only those constructs which were coded by the subject as being positive for that
element were counted. In this context it is difficult to infer what a subject means when he
or she indicates a negative valence for a construct. It may indicate that the construct is
considered to be negative regardless of the element to which it is applied, or it may mean that
the subject considers the construct to be inappropriate for that element but would be
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considered to be a positive attribute when applied to an element of the other gender.
Generally, the negative poles of constructs tend to be less focused and not as well defined
as the positive poles (Adams-Webber & Benjafield, 1973; Kelly, 1955). In order to obtain
significant results, it is wise to use the pole of the construct which is likely to be most
consistently applied to elements.
In this way, four scores were obtained for each subject; ( I) the number of instances
in which the subject applied a masculine construct to a male element and coded the construct
positive. (2) the number of instances in which the subject applied a masculine construct to
a female element and coded the construct positive, (3) the number of times the subject
applied a feminine construct to a female element and coded the construct positive and (4)
the number of times the subject applied a feminine construct to a male element and coded
the construct positive.

Hypothesis # 1

Gender stereotyped (Masculine male andfeminine female) subjects will use more
gender role specific constructs when describing others when compared to subjects who are
not gender stereotyped (androgynous and undijferentialed subjects).

Using gender role classification from the BSRI to create six groups of subjects
(masculine male, feminine female, cross gender-typed males, cross gender-typed females,
androgynous, and undifferentiated), a one-way ANOVA was performed on the data to test
for between-group di fferences in overall cognitive complexity as defined by Crockett (1965).
The results are presented in Table 2. No significant differences were found in overall
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Table 2
COGNITIVE COMPLEXITY
Mean Responses
Androgynous
Undifferentiated
Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females
Cross Gender-typed Males

47.3
44.0
46.6
4S.4
53.5
43.1

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source o f variation________ df__________MS_________ F___________p_____ r
Between Groups
Within Groups

5
185

206.4
165.7

1.25

NS

.08

Note: r indicates effect size estimates based on Rosenthal & Rosnow (1985) formula.
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cognitive complexity, indicating that no differences were found between the six groups in the
overall number of constructs that they use to describe people.
In order to test the hypothesis, a second one-way ANOVA was performed on the
MCC (masculine construct complexity) scores from the Crockett test. Because the FCC
(feminine construct complexity) score is, in theory, a separate independent variable, a third
one-way ANOVA was used to test for between-group differences in FCC scores. The
results of these analyses are present in Table 3 and Table 4. It was expected that those
subjects who are classified as gender stereotyped (masculine males and feminine females)
using the BSRI would have higher MCC and FCC scores (use more "masculine" and
"feminine" constructs) than the androgynous and undifferentiated subjects.
The results of the analysis on the MCC data confirm the hypothesis. In order to
compare groups within the analysis, a Scheffe test for multiple comparisons was performed
(Table 3). There are significant differences between the traditionally gender-typed subjects
and both androgynous and undifferentiated subjects regarding the number of "masculine
constructs" they employ. In addition, the cross gender-typed female group used significantly
higher numbers of masculine constructs than every other group; a result that was not
predicted by the theory.
The results of the analysis of the FCC data (Table 4) are not as strong. Although
traditionally gender-typed subjects had a higher mean number o f feminine constructs than
the androgynous and undifferentiated groups, the only significant difference consistent with
Hypothesis ffl was between the undifferentiated and gender-typed female subjects. Again,
there were unexpected differences between cross gender-typed females and both
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Table 3

NUMBER OF MASCULINE CONSTRUCTS
Mean Responses
Androgynous
Undifferentiated
Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females
Cross Gender-typed Males

S.l

7.3
13.7
14.8
19.2
11.3

Summary- of the Analysis of Variance
Source o f variation________ df__________ MS_________ F___________ g______ r_
Between Groups
Within Groups

5
185

472.0
15.1

31.2

<.001

.3S

SchefFe's Test for Multiple Comparisons

Androgynous vs Undifferentiated
Androgynous vs Gender-typed Females
Androgynous vs Gender-typed Males
Androgynous vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Androgynous vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Undifferentiated vs Gender-typed Females
Undifferentiated vs Gender-typed Males
Undifferentiated vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Undifferentiated vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Females vs Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Males vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Males
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<.01
<.01
<.01
<.01
<.01
<.01

<.01
<.05

< 01

9S

Table 4
NUMBER OF FEMININE CONSTRUCTS
Mean Responses
9.1
8.6
11.2
10.5
13.5
9.2

Androgynous
Undifferentiated
Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females
Cross Gender-typed Males

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation________ df___________MS________ F___________ g______ r_
Between Groups
Within Groups

5
185

62.3
11.7

5.3

<.001

.17

Scheffe’s Test for Multiple Comparisons
P
Androgynous vs Undifferentiated
Androgynous vs Gender-typed Females
Androgynous vs Gender-typed Males
Androgynous vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Androgynous vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Undifferentiated vs Gender-typed Females
Undifferentiated vs Gender-typed Males
Undifferentiated vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Undifferentiated vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Females vs Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Males vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Males
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<.05
<.05
<.01

androgynous and undifferentiated subjects, with the former using more feminine constructs.
Ov erall, the results of the data regarding the number of feminine constructs shows the same
pattern as the masculine constructs but the differences are less extreme.

Hypothesis -2

Gender stereotyped (masculine male and feminine female) subjects will apply
masculine andfeminine constructs differently depending on the sex o f the element, while
androgynous and undifferentiated subjects will be less inclined to do so.
The following corollaries can be derived from Hypothesis #2:
(a)

Gender stereotyped subjects will apply constructs which are descriptive o f

the male gender role more frequently to males than to females while androgynous and
undifferentiated subjects will do so to a lesser extent.
(b)

Gender stereotyped subjects will apply constructs which are descriptive o f

the female gender role morefrequently to females than to males while androgynous and
undifferentiated subjects will do so to a lesser extent.

Using gender role classification from the BSRI to create the same six groups of
subjects as in Hypothesis "1, a two-way ANOVA was performed on the data to test for
between-group differences in scores from the Crockett Test relating to "masculine
constructs". The first factor in the two-way ANOVA is gender role identity of which there
are six classifications: Masculine male, Feminine female. Cross gender-typed males, Cross
gender-typed females, Androgynous, and Undifferentiated. The second factor is the sex of
the element of which there are two classifications: Male and Female; resulting in a 6 x 2
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design. A second two-way ANOVA was performed on the "feminine constructs" data.
The reader is reminded that the scores used in the test of Hypothesis

differ from

those used in Hypothesis #1 in that the former reflect the total number of times that
constructs identified by the judges as being "traditionally characteristic of' men or women
are applied to elements of one or the other sex and coded positive, while the latter (MCC and
FCC) scores reflect the total number of masculine and feminine constructs excluding

repetitions but including negatively coded constructs.
It was expected that there would be an interaction between gender role and gender
of the clement such that subjects who were identified as gender stereotyped (masculine male
or feminine female) on the BSRI would apply masculine constructs more frequently to
males, and feminine constructs more frequently to females, while this effect would be
attenuated for the androgynous and undifferentiated subjects.
The results o f the first analysis regarding masculine constructs is presented in Table
5. There is a significant main effect for gender role identity, which was expected given that
there are differences between these groups in the MCC scores. There is also a significant
main effect for the gender of the element, indicating that subjects apply more masculine
constructs to male elements (and code them as positive for that element) than to female
elements.
The interaction o f gender identity and gender of the element was also significant, as
predicated by the hypothesis. A post-hoc analysis of the interactions between gender identity
and gender of the element was performed for each possible pairing of the gender identity
groups, the results appear in Table 5. The interaction effect is illustrated in Figure 1. There
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Table 5

APPLICATION OF MASCULINE CONSTRUCTS BY GENDER ROLE
AND SEX OF ELEMENT
Mean Responses
Gender of Element

Androgynous
Undifferentiated
Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females
Cross Gender-typed Males

Male
4.9
4.4
12.3
13.4
17.4
S.O

Female
3.2
3.8
4.2
4.3
3.8
5.6

F

P _

Summary o f the Analysis o f Variance
Source o f variation

df

MS

Within Groups
Gender Role Identity
Within Cells
Gender o f Element
Interaction

185
5
185
1
5

9.99
389.82
2.18
2243.86
306.76

r

39.03

<.001

.42

1031.32
140.99

<.001
<.001

.92
.66

Tukey Post-hoc Analysis of Interaction Effects
P
Androgynous vs Undifferentiated
Androgynous vs Gender-typed Females
Androgynous vs Gender-typed Males
Androgynous vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Androgynous vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Undi fferentiated vs Gender-iyped Females
Undifferentiated vs Gender-typed Males
Undifferentiated vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Undifferentiated vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Females vs Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Males vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Males
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<.01
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Figure 1

Application of Masculine Constructs By Gender Role
and Sex of Element
18 T

Number of Masculine Conslructs Applied
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Table 6
APPLICATION OF FEMININE CONSTRUCTS BY GENDER ROLE
AND SEX OF ELEMENT
Mean Responses
Gender of Element
Male
4.6
4.3

Androgynous
Undi fferentiated
Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females
Cross Gender-typed Males

3.1
5.4
4.7

Female
5.4
5.2
10.2
9.3
12 2
6.5

F

P

9.73

<001

623.67
94.42

<001
<001

Summary o f the Analysis of Variance
Source o f variation

df

MS

Within Groups
Gender Role Identity
Within Cells
Gender of Element
Interaction

185
5
185
1
5

8.38
81.50
1.56
972.09
147.17

Tukey Post-hoc Analysis o f Interaction Effects
P
Androgynous vs Undifferentiated
Androgynous vs Gender-typed Females
Androgynous vs Gender-typed Males
Androgynous vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Androgynous vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Undifferentiated vs Gender-typed Females
Undifferentiated vs Gender-typed Males
Undifferentiated vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Undifferentiated vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Females vs Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Males vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Males
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Figure 2

Application of Feminine Constructs By Gender Role
and Sex of Element
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is a significant interaction between gender identity and sex of the element when comparing
traditionally gender-typed subjects to androgynous and undifferentiated subjects, as
predicted. The difference between the number of times subjects used a positively coded
masculine construct to describe a male as opposed to a female was greatest for the cross
gender-tvped females. The finding regarding cross gender-typed females was not predicted
by gender schema theory, but is consistent with the finding that this group uses more
masculine constructs. Cross gender-typed males, on the other hand, do not appear
significantly different from androgynous and undifferentiated subjeets in this regard.
The results o f the second analysis on the feminine constructs is presented in Table
6. As expected, there is a significant main effect for gender identity. There was also a
significant main effect for the gender of the element, indicating that subjects apply more
feminine constructs to female elements (and code them as positive for that element) than to
male elements.
As with the analysis regarding masculine constructs, a significant interaction occurred
between gender identity and gender of the element, as predicted. A post-hoc analysis was
performed and the results appear in Table 6. These results are illustrated in Figure 2. Of
the six groups, traditionally gender-typed subjects and cross gender-typed females showed
the greatest tendency to differentiate between male and female elements when applying
feminine constructs, applying more feminine constructs to females than to males.

Hypothesis #3

Gender stereotyped subjects (masculine male andfeminine female subjects) will
have a greater tendency to classify others based on gender role when compared to non
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stereotyped subjects (androgynous and undifferentiated subjects).

This hypothesis was tested using the data from the BSRI in which subjects rated
themselves and the elements on the 60 BSRI items. As in the tests of the first two
hypotheses, the four gender role classifications were used to create six groups of subjects
based on the self-ratings: Masculine male. Feminine female. Cross gender-typed males,
Cross gender-typed females, Androgynous, and Undifferentiated. The responses of each
subject on the BSRI data in which the subjects rated the elements were scored so that each
subject had classified six elements into one o f the four gender role categories.
A one-way ANOVA was performed to determine if there is a difference between
subjects in the six gender role groups regarding the number of elements that subjects
classified as being gender role stereotyped (masculine or feminine) as opposed to gender role
neutral (androgynous or undifferentiated) on the BSRI.
As expected, those subjects who classified themselves as traditionally gender
stereotyped on the BSRI also classified others as being masculine or feminine to a greater
extent than androgynous and undifferentiated subjects (Table 7). In addition, cross gendertyped females classified more subjects as masculine or feminine than any other group. The
results o f this analysis mirror that o f the analysis of MCC scores (number of masculine
constructs) presented in Table 3.
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Table 7
GENDER ROLE ATTRIBUTION
Mean Responses
Androgynous
Undifferentiated
Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females
Cross Gender-tvped Males

2.S
2.6
4.1
4.1
5.3
3.3

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source o f variation

df

MS

Between Groups
Within Groups

5
185

22.2
0.9

23.2

<.001

.33

Scheffe's Test for Multiple Comparisons

Androgynous vs Undifferentiated
Androgynous vs Gender-typed Females
Androgynous vs Gender-lyped Males
Androgynous vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Androgynous vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Undifferentiated vs Gender-typed Females
Undifferentiated vs Gender-typed Males
Undifferentiated vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Undifferentiated vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Females vs Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Males vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Males
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< 01
<.01
< 01
<.01
<.01

<.05
<.05
<.01
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

Gender Schema Theory
Hypothesis &1. The results of the study were supportive of the hypothesis which
predicted that gender stereotyped subjects would use more gender role specific constructs
than subjects who are not gender stereotyped. Significant differences were found in the
number of masculine constructs generated by traditionally gender-typed subjects compared
to androgynous and undifferentiated subjects. If we can generalize to the day-to-day lives
of the subjects, these findings would suggest that traditionally gender-typed subjects use
masculine constructs in their construct systems to a greater extent than androgynous and
undifferentiated subjects.
According to PCP, subjects would be expected to use such constructs if they were
attempting to differentiate others based on gender. In other words, traditionally gender-typed
subjects tend to notice similarities between people o f one gender and differences between
people of different genders. As gender schema theory predicts, they are organizing their
perceptions o f others based on gender, or more specifically, gender roles.
This result cannot be explained by suggesting that traditionally gender-typed subjects
have more constructs in general because the results show no significant differences between
the gender role classifications regarding overall cognitive complexity. The results o f the
study indicate that, although the gender role groups may not differ in the overall complexity
of their construing o f people, they do appear to differ in the extent to which they are sensitive
to the dominant gender roles o f their culture and/or the extent to which they use those gender
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roles in their own construing.
The results regarding the number of feminine constructs used by the subjects in the
gender role groups were not as definitive as was the case for the masculine constructs, but
the trend is in the expected direction. It is possible that the masculine gender role is
considered to be more useful for the differentiation of others, at least by this particular
population.
Perhaps for first year students, their construing of the feminine gender role becomes
less stable or subject to more invalidation, that is. they may have new experiences or be
exposed to ideas which are not consistent with their construing of the feminine gender role.
One can imagine that the female subjects may find themselves questioning the traditional
feminine gender role as they find themselves embarking on an academic or professional
career, as would their male acquaintances with whom they interact. The masculine gender
role might be less affected, causing it to be the primary distinction between the genders.
Invalidation can lead to looser or less integrated construing (Kelly, 1955; Radley, 1974).
Looser construing entails constructs which have more varying predictions and a wider range
o f convenience, as well as a less integrated construct system. If a system becomes less
integrated, the subordinate constructs do not serve to define the superordinate constructs in
as precise a manner.
On the other hand, the results may reflect something about the feminine gender role
in our society as a whole, rather than the specific subject population. From a symbolic
interactionist perspective, we might say that the feminine gender role is undergoing changes
and that these subjects are participating in the renegotiation o f the feminine gender role.
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Bern (19S5}has suggested that aschematic processing can be encouraged in children
by selectively exposing them to literature and other stimuli which do not reinforce gender
stereotypes, but present characters which engage in non-gender schematic behaviours.
Females who deviate from the traditional feminine gender role by pursuing a career present
others within the culture with a stimulus which requires reconstruction of their gender
schemata. At this time, or for this population, there may be less agreement regarding the
feminine gender role than there is for the masculine gender role.
Hypothesis #2. The results also support the assumption that constructs which apply
to gender roles are used to differentiate people based on gender. The results of the two-way
ANOVAS performed to test Hypothesis #2 show a main effect for the gender of the
element. Subjects apply more (positively coded) masculine constructs to males than to
females, and more (positively coded) feminine constructs to females than to males. One
major theme that the subjects in general used to organize their construct systems was gender,
regardless of the gender role identity of the subject. Based on PCP theory, we assume that
subjects construe people by noticing similarities between people of the same gender and
differences between those of different gender, hence the result is expected.
The interaction effect between gender identity and gender of the element indicates
that androgynous and undifferentiated subjects do not differentiate between male and female
elements to the same extent as do the traditionally gender-typed groups, when applying
masculine and feminine constructs. This supports gender schema theory which states that
aschematic (androgynous and undifferentiated) subjects do not attend to gender and gender
roles, and do not use these schemata in the organization of their perceptions of others to the
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same extent as traditionally gender-typed subjects.
It should be noted, however, that even androgynous and undifferentiated subjects
show a higher mean application of masculine constructs to male elements and feminine
constructs to females. The extent to which this represents gender schematic processing on
a lower level than schematic subjects, or whether it reflects actual gender role behaviour on
the pan of those people being described is unclear.
Nonetheless, when aschematic subjects do use constructs which form pan of the
socially constructed gender role, they are not using them to differentiate males and females
to the same extent as do traditionally gender-typed subjects. Traditionally gender-typed
subjects, on the other hand, not only use more gender-loaded constructs, but they use them
to differentiate males from females.
Hypothesis #3. Gender schema theory is further supported by the results of the test
of the third hypothesis in which subjects from the gender role categories were compared
regarding the number of elements that they had classified as masculine or feminine on the
BSR.I. As expected, there were significant differences between the traditionally gender-typed
groups and the aschematic (androgynous and undifferentiated) groups. The traditionally
gender-typed groups rated more people as being masculine or feminine as opposed to
androgynous or undifferentiated.
Perhaps it is not surprising that subjects who tend to endorse certain items on a
standardized self-report inventory such as the BSRI would also tend to endorse those items
when applying the same scale to others. There has been considerable research showing that
the extent to which subjects endorse items on a Likert scale is related to how meaningful,
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important, or useful that item is for the subject (Bonarius, 1971; Hetherington, 1988;
McCoy, 1983; Mitsos, 1961; Neimeyer & Zaken-Greenberg, 19SS), or how central the
construct is in the subject's construct system (Bender, 1974). In other words, the extent to
which a subject endorses an item on a Likert scale may say as much about the subject’s
cognitive processing of the item as it does about the element being rated.
When a subject finds a construct to be useful for the purpose of describing others,
the subject will tend to use the ends of the poles of a bi-polar construct (Adams-Webber &
Bcnjafield, 1973). For example, if asked to rate an acquaintance on the construct "happysad" on a Likert scale where "happy" is located at 5 and "sad” is located at -5 with a 0 as
neutral, those subjects who find the construct to be meaningful will tend to use higher
absolute values of the scale while those who do not find the construct useful will use the
middle o f the scale. Subjects use the middle of a scale when the construct has little or no
meaning (in that context) because the middle of a bi-polar construct is meaningless, neither
happy nor sad (Landfield, 1965).
Others have shown that subjects use more extreme ratings when rating people on
their own constructs as opposed to constructs which are supplied by a researcher (AdamsWebber, 1970b; 1979; Cromwell & Caldwell, 1962). They do so because their own
constructs are more important or meaningful to them than the supplied constructs (Landfield,
1965; 1967).
The extent to which a construct has meaning to a subject can be defined as the
"implicative potential" o f the construct (Lemon & Warren, 1974). A construct has
implications for other constructs and other elements within the construct's range of
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convenience (see Appendix "B"). When a construct is applied to an element, that application
can have implications tor other constructs and other elements, particularly if the system is
highly integrated.
If gender schematic construing can be defined as the use of gender-loaded constructs
in the organization of one’s perceptions of others, then we can say that traditionally gendertyped subjects find the gender-relevant constructs on the BSR1 to be more useful or
meaningful for describing people than do aschematic subjects. For this reason, subjects who
rate themselves highly on the gender-loaded constructs also rate others highly on those same
constructs.
However, traditionally gender-tvped subjects are doing more than just making more
extreme judgements on gender-loaded constructs. These subjects are selecting one gender
role or the other, depending on the element that they are rating. If they were to endorse all
gender-loaded constructs on the BSRI indiscriminately, they would classify both themselves
and others as androgynous, because androgyny is operationalized as high ratings on the
masculine and feminine subscales. In addition to finding the constructs meaningful,
traditionally gender-typed subjects are applying only one set (masculine or feminine) of
constructs to each element at a time. Therefore, they not only find the gender role constructs
to be meaningful, but also use them to differentiate elements based on gender schemata.

Androgynous and Undifferentiated Subjects
Although much of the research regarding gender schema theory compares gendertyped subjects to androgynous subjects (Hudak, 1993; Lippa, 1977; Tunnell, 1981) to the
exclusion o f undifferentiated subjects, Bern (1993) explains that the theory distinguishes

R e p r o d u c e d with p e r m i s s io n of t h e co p y rig h t o w n e r. F u r th e r r e p r o d u c tio n prohibited w ith o u t p e r m is s io n .

114

between traditionally gender-tvped (gender schematic) individuals and those who do not use
gender role schemata (androgynous and undifferentiated subjects). The original BSRJ scale
(Bern, 1974) was intended to differentiate between schematic and aschematic groups. The
original scoring method relied on a difference score, which was simply the difference
between the subjects' scores on the masculinity and femininity subscales.
It was Spence, Helmreich and Stapp (1975) who suggested that there might be
differences between those who endorse both masculine and feminine items as applying to
themselves (androgynous subjects) and those who tend not to endorse those items
(undifferentiated). For this reason they developed a different scoring technique known as
the median-split method which they applied to their own gender identification scale. As
reported earlier, Bern (1977) then adopted the median-split method and applied it to the
BSRJ. The "undifferentiated" classification only came into existence when the median-split
scoring method was introduced. As such, there was no intended distinction between
androgynous and undifferentiated subjects as far as Bern was concerned, as both are gender
aschematic.
Gender schema theory continues to lump these two groups together in that both
groups are believed to use gender schemata to a lesser extent than traditionally gender-typed
groups. The results of the current study confirm this belief in that the androgynous and
undifferentiated groups both use fewer schema constructs and do not use them to
differentiate others based on gender to the same extent as do traditionally gender-typed
subjects.
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This finding regarding androgynous subjects is very interesting because androgynous
subjects are classified as such by virtue of their having endorsed a high number of both
masculine and feminine items on the BSRI, suggesting that the items have meaning for
androgynous subjects, and that they identify with both gender roles.
On the other hand, there is a body of research which suggests that the tendency
toward extreme rating on a Likert scale is a response bias that generalizes across scales or
rating tasks (Hamilton, 1968; Nunallv, 1978; Warr& Coffman, 1970). Test-re test reliability
o f rating extremity has been found to be quite high (Arthur, 1966; Berg, 1953; Berg &
Collier, l953;Zuckermanetal., 1958). Rating extremity isameasureof the extent to which
subjects use the ends of a Likert scale as opposed to the center when performing a rating
task.
Therefore, we may suspect that androgynous subjects are simply more inclined to
endorse items on a Likert scale in general, or respond with more extreme ratings. This
response bias puts them above the median on the masculinity and femininity subscales. Bern
(1974) found that the social desirability subscale correlated positively with both the
masculinity and femininity subscales, further supporting the suggestion that there may be a
Likert scale response bias at work. Others (Libenman & Gaa, 1980) have replicated this
finding. If some of the variation in the ratings between subjects can be accounted for by this
response bias, this would tend to support the suggestion that androgyny is, in part, a
manifestation of an extreme response style. Undifferentiated subjects, on the other hand,
may have a tendency to avoid extreme responses. If so, the only real difference between
androgynous and undifferentiated subjects is their response style on Likert scale rating tasks.
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Both are considered aschematic because (as a group) neither endorses items of one subscale
to a greater extent than the other.
Another reasonable explanation is that androgynous subjects do find the genderrelevant items on the BSRI to be meaningful, but that they do not use them to differentiate
elements based on gender. In other words, the constructs which our culture deems to be part
of the masculine or feminine gender role are, for androgynous subjects, independent of any
superordinate construct regarding gender. This theory is supported by the research which
shows that subjects tend to use more extreme ratings when using constructs which they find
meaningful within the rating task (Adams-Webber, 1970b; Adams-Webber & Benjafield,
1973; Cromwell & Caldwell, 1962; Landfield, 1965; 1967).
The suggestion that androgynous subjects find gender role constructs to be more
meaningful than do undifferentiated subjects is also consistent with the findings that
androgynous subjects are able to engage in cross-gender behaviour with little reluctance
(Bern & Lenny, 1976) and show both masculine and feminine behaviours such as
independence and nurturance, respectively (Bern, 1975). Undifferentiated subjects are less
likely to engage in gender specific behaviours (Bern, 1977). Another study, described earlier,
found that traditionally gender-typed subjects tended to identify with characters in a story
who appeared to share their gender role (Jose, 1989). Androgynous subjects were able to
identity with both masculine and feminine characters but undifferentiated subjects were less
able to do so.
However, given the evidence regarding extreme response style cited above, and the
research showing that androgynous and undifferentiated subjects engage in gender-schematic
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processing to a lesser extent than do gender-typed subjects (including this study), it is
reasonable to conclude that the classification of subjects as androgynous on the BSR1 is in
part the result of a Liken scale response style as well as an indication that the gender-relevant
items on the BSRI hold more meaning for the androgynous subjects than they do for the
undifferentiated subjects.
Undifferentiated subjects, on the other hand, tend not to endorse gender-relevant
items on the BSRI nor do they spontaneously use them to describe or differentiate others to
the extent that schematic subjects do. Therefore there is little doubt that undifferentiated
subjects do not find gender-relevant constructs to be meaningful. Undifferentiated subjects
can be said to be relatively oblivious to gender roles.

Cross Gender-tvped Subjects
The results of the ANOVA comparing the gender role groups on the number of
masculine constructs they generated (Table 3) demonstrate that cross gender-typed females
use considerably more masculine constructs than any other gender role group. They also
have the highest mean number of feminine constructs, significantly more than androgynous
and undifferentiated subjects.
In addition, cross gender-typed females show the greatest differentiation between
male and female elements when applying masculine constructs (Figure 1). When using
feminine constructs, they differentiate between males and females to about the same extent
as traditionally gender-typed subjects (Figure 2). Cross gender-typed females also classified
elements as gender-typed using the BSRI to a greater extent than any other group (Table 7).
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These results indicate that cross gender-typed females are using gender role schemata
to a greater degree than traditionally gender-tvped subjects. This result was not predicted by
gender schema theory. Unfortunately, most research regarding gender schema theory
compares traditionally gender-typed subjects to androgynous and undifferentiated subjects.
This comparison of gender schematic and aschematic subjects directly tests, and generally
supports gender schema theory, but provides little empirical research regarding cross gendertyped subjects.
The theory itself suggests that cross gender-typed individuals may be aschematic
because they either fail to identify with the traditional role for their gender or reject the
concept of gender roles outright. Bern's own research (Bern, 1981) supports the theory that
cross gender-typed subjects do not differ from androgynous and undifferentiated subjects
regarding their inclination to process information in terms of gender schema although other
research has produced mixed results (Frable & Bern, 1985) and Bern states that the theory
does not provide clear predictions for cross gender-typed subjects (Bern, 1985).
O f course, in order to be classified as cross gender-typed, the subject must have
endorsed items from one gender role to the exclusion of the other, which suggests some
clustering o f gender role constructs around either the masculine or feminine gender role.
Again, we might assume that the cross gender-typed female finds the masculine constructs
meaningful, but not the feminine constructs. However, the evidence suggests otherwise
because cross gender-typed females use a relatively high number of both masculine and
feminine constructs and they differentiate between male and female elements using their own
constructs and those supplied in the BSRI.
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The tendency for subjects who use one gender role in their construct systems to also
use the other is to be expected if we assume gender roles to form a superordinate bi-polar
construct. The reader will recall that Kelly believed constructs to be bi-polar in nature, with
elements which the individual deems to be similar occupying one pole of the construct, while
the other pole, and the elements to which it apply, are at the contrast end of the construct
(see "contrast", "contrast end", and "likeness end" in the glossary provided in Appendix "C").
Individuals who engage in gender schematic processing appear to be using the constructs
“masculine'* and “feminine" as two poles of the same construct. Furthermore, it is likely that
they are also using “masculine" and “feminine” as superordinate constructs. Superordinate
constructs form clusters of subordinate constructs. In this case, the subordinate constructs
would be those constructs which make up one or the other gender role, such as the
descriptive terms found in the BSRI.
Cross gender-typed females appear to be gender schematic in the sense that they use
gender role cognitions and have the same gender-based expectancies as traditionally gendertyped individuals when it comes to others. However, when they construe themselves, they
choose to identify with the masculine role. They may perceive that their culture values
masculinity over femininity, and so they choose the more valued role for themselves. They
may also wish to engage in other roles or behaviours which would not be open to them if
they choose to identify with the feminine gender role. For them, gender schema is highly
salient.
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Reference was made earlier to attempts to characterize males as being agentic and
instrumental, and females as being expressive and communal. Certainly, one could identify
(or construct) any number of adjectives which would adequately characterize gender
differences. Regardless of the descriptions researchers and theorists may use, when it comes
to the individual's construction o f identity, it is that individual's cognitive system which
provides the context for identification. The individual makes evaluative judgements of these
constructs (and the elements to which they apply) from within his or her construct system.
Thus, certain themes such as expressiveness may hold positive or negative connotations
because of other constructs with which it is associated.
Consider the following example, A few years ago, the author had been involved in
a counselling program for male young offenders who were housed in a custody facility after
having been convicted of a crime. During the course o f the group sessions, it became clear
that some of the young offenders found it difficult to believe that the author had a genuine
concern for their welfare. After some probing, the problem was identified. The individuals
in question perceived the author to be "strong" due in part to his relative physical size, and
their experience that he was not easily manipulated by the group. Their construct "strong"
was not easily reconcilable with their experience of empathy and understanding on the part
of the author. Based on the construct system of these individuals, the author was exhibiting
behaviours consistent with opposite poles o f a construct or closely related constructs.
For the individuals described above, exhibiting "caring" behaviour was not an option
because it conflicted with being "strong", and being "strong" was more highly valued. In a
similar manner, some individuals may wish to engage in behaviours or identify with roles

R e p r o d u c e d with p e r m i s s io n of t h e co p y rig h t o w n e r. F u r th e r r e p r o d u c tio n prohibited w ith o u t p e r m is s io n .

121

which they perceive to be incompatible with the gender role ascribed to their gender. They
may then choose to apply the characteristics of the alternate gender role to themselves and
thereby "identify'" with that gender role.
Clearly, the evaluative component of the application of personal constructs to oneself
plays a part in the identification process. Aside from Bern, a number of other researchers
(Broverman et al., 1972; Rosenkrantz et al., 196$; Spence et al., 1975) have identified and
documented constructs associated with masculine and feminine gender roles. Rosenkrantz
ct al. ( 196S) reported that subjects tended to evaluate more masculine traits positively than
they did feminine traits, although there was no significant difference between the mean
ratings o f masculine and feminine traits. More recent research (Eaglv & Mladinic, 1989)
shows that feminine traits are actually rated more favourably than masculine traits. Could
it be that gender roles are changing? A review of the literature provided by Deaux and Kite
(1993) suggest that gender stereotypes have remained essentially unchanged over the last 20
years.
Nonetheless, there is a perception on the part of both males and females that males
have more advantages and fewer disadvantages than females in our culture (Fabes & Laner,
1986). This perception appears to be correct. In a classic study (Goldberg, 1968) female
students were presented with essays on topics which were stereotypically "masculine" or
"feminine". Some subjects were informed that an essay was written by a male while others
were informed that the same essay was written by a female. The female subjects rated the
essays with a male author more favourably than those with a female author, except when the
topic of the essay was stereotypically feminine. The results were replicated by Paludi and
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Bauer (1983), as well as Paludi and Strayer ( 19S5).
Other researchers have found similar devaluing of the performance of females
relative to males in regards to responses to emergency situations (Tavnor & Deaux, 1975),
the quality of abstract paintings (Pheterson, Kiesler, & Goldberg, 1971), and perceptual
discrimination tasks (Deaux & Emswiller, 1974). in each study, the performance of males
was perceived to be superior to that of females, even when the subjects were led to believe
that the task favoured females.
When females are portrayed as performing as well as males, their performance is
likely to be attributed to luck whereas the performance of the males is attributed to skill
(Deaux & Emswiller, 1974). The success of females in school courses is more likely to be
attributed to effort (Feldman-Summers & Kiesler, 1974) or easy courses (Feather & Simon,
1975) while male success is attributed to ability. Males are also expected to be more
competent in problem solving groups compared to women (Craig & Sherif, 1986) and show
more leadership (Porter, Geis, Cooper & Newman, 1985). Women are chosen as leaders
of groups less often than men (Dion, 1985).
When a job is performed by a male, the job is perceived to be more difficult and
worthy of more pay than when the same job is performed by a female (McArthur & Obrant,
1986). When faced with a scenario in which there was a shortage of employees, business
students tended to raise salaries for the traditionally male jobs but employed other strategies
to fill the vacancies in traditionally female jobs (Buttner & Rosen, 1987). Others (Jackson
& Grabski, 1988) have shown that lower pay is perceived to be fairer when the employee
is female. There is considerable evidence (summarized by Unger & Saundra, 1993) that jobs
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traditionally performed by females pay less well and are of lower status than those
traditionally performed by males.
There is certainly enough evidence to suggest that some females may be dissatisfied
with the role prescribed to them by society and may seek to move beyond that role. The
feminist movement has arisen out of that sense of dissatisfaction, largely as an attempt at
social change. Feminist thought and literature is too diverse to present a comprehensive
review, however, the various perspectives each "attempt to describe women's oppression, to
explain its causes and consequences, and to prescribe strategies for women's liberation."
(Tong, 1989 p. 1). Much of the feminist literature deals with a sociological approach to
differential empowerment and status of men and women in society and provides explanations
regarding the existing state o f affairs.
It is not suggested that being classified as a cross gender-typed female is synonymous
with being feminist Based on the research presented herein, there is no way to know the
extent to which cross gender-typed females identify themselves as feminists. However,
feminism provides an example o f a response to the dissatisfaction with society’s gender
expectations and a framework through which gender roles are examined.
It is suggested here that cross gender-typed females do find the gender role constructs
to be quite meaningful and are fully aware of gender roles. Rather than rejecting gender
roles outright, cross gender-typed females have chosen to identify with the masculine gender
role. Kelly’s Choice Corollary (Appendix "B") explains that individuals tend to identify with
the pole which they anticipate will provide the greater opportunity to grow, learn, and expand
one’s horizons. Stryker (1989) also makes the suggestion that one is motivated to seek out
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new roles for oneself in order to increase understanding of one’s place in the social order.
Cross gender-typed females may perceive that the greatest opportunity for growth lies with
the masculine gender role.
Traditionally gender-typed subjects, on the other hand, perceive the greatest
opportunity for growth and understanding to lie with identification with the traditional gender
role for their sex. Traditionally gender-typed subjects find more meaning in the culturally
dominant gender roles. Given that identification and self construing takes place in a social
context and requires the understanding, acceptance and acknowledgement of others;
identification with traditional gender roles is certainly the path of least resistance and may
well offer the greatest opportunity for expression of identity.
Cross gender-typed males appear to be quite different from cross gender-typed
females. They fall between traditionally gender-typed subjects and aschematic (androgynous
and undifferentiated) subjects regarding the number of gender-relevant constructs they
generate, and the number of elements they classify as gender-typed on the BSRI. They do
not appear to use masculine or feminine constructs to differentiate between male and female
elements any more than do androgynous and undifferentiated subjects (Figures I and 2).
Statistically, cross gender-typed males do not differ from androgynous and
undifferentiated subjects on the analyses performed herein. It is possible that they are,
relatively speaking, gender role aschematic in that they do not appear to generate significantly
more gender-relevant constructs, nor do they use them to differentiate others based on
gender to the extent that gender-typed subjects do. Furthermore, if we accept the earlier
suggestion that the masculine gender role provides more opportunity for self-expression, and
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is valued more highly than the feminine gender role, it seems unlikely that these subjects
would be willing to identify- with the feminine role if they were using gender schemata in
their day-to-day construing. Rather, the data suggest that cross gender-typed males are either
rejecting the whole gender role construction to some extent, or are less aware of the
dominant gender roles and their implications.
Because the results fail to show significant differences between cross gender-tvped
males and other groups, it is difficult to make inferences regarding this group. However,
given the empirical findings presented herein regarding the general support for gender
schema theory and the interesting findings regarding cross gender-typed females, the
continuing study of the cognitive processing of cross gender-typed males in regards to gender
schemata is clearly warranted.
The study of cross gender-typed males and females presents the potential for a rich
source of theory and research. The identification with the culturally "inappropriate" gender
role is a fascinating phenomenon. Perhaps more interesting is a culture’s response to these
individuals. We might expect that cross gender-typed subjects present others with a stimulus
or role model that invalidates their construction of gender and thus requires the need to
reorganize or change one's construct system.

If, as we theorize, these individual

constructions are both a product of the socially dominant stereotypes, as well as contributing
to them; changes in individual constructions of gender may serve to reconstruct, over time,
cultural gender stereotypes or even challenge the need for gender stereotypes. This may
account for Bern's (1993) reference to cross gender-typed individuals as "gender
subversives", because they challenge (consciously or otherwise) the dominant social
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construction regarding gender.

Comparin_tt_Males and Females
In order to examine the utility of Bern's classification system, the analyses comparing
gender role identities were also performed with subjects grouped by gender only. The
analyses comparing males and females appear in Appendix "G". The results of the analyses
comparing males and females can be compared to the analyses of the data with the subjects
grouped by gender role identity to examine whether Bern's taxonomy adds any useful
information beyond the gender of the subject. The estimated effect size (Rosenthal &
Rosnow, 1985) is presented in the tables for the purpose of this comparison. The calculation
of effect size can range from zero to one in a similar fashion to Pearson’s r calculation.
The first interesting finding is that females are more cognitively complex than males,
indicating that females use more constructs than males when describing people (Table G -l).
The difference is relatively small but significant Crockett (1965) had the same finding when
he introduced the RCQ. As discussed in the Method section, the Crockett RCQ is relatively
independent o f other measures of cognitive functioning, with the exception o f those related
to social skills such as perspective taking and communication (O'Keefe & Sypher, 1981).
The RCQ provides a score which indicates the number o f constructs that a subject has
available to describe the elements, in this case the elements are people.
From this finding we might speculate, as did Crockett, that females pay more
attention to others in general and have a greater interest in construing people. This
suggestion would certainly be in line with those who believe that females have a tendency
toward communion with others (Bakan, 1966), are more concerned with interpersonal
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relationships than are males (Carlson. 1971), and value interconnectedness and
expressiveness and are more attentive to social stimuli (Minton, 19SS; Parsons & Bales,
1955t Volentine & Brodsky, 19S3). Gilligan ( 19S2) even goes so tar as to suggest that
women tend to form an identity based on their relationships with others.
If we take the symbolic interactionist perspective and assume that these differences
between men and women are socially imposed through gender roles, then the feminine
gender role should involve greater attentiveness and a greater interest in the construing of
others compared to the masculine gender role. Therefore, we might expect to see a
difference between traditionally gender-typed males and traditionally gender-typed females
on cognitive complexity scores because cognitive complexity reflects a more elaborated
cognitive system relating to the construing of others. However, we see no such difference.
Further research into this phenomenon is required.
Tables G-2 and G-3 show the results o f ANOVAS comparing males and females
regarding the number of masculine and feminine constructs they use. Despite finding no
significant differences in the number of masculine constructs used, females were found to
use more feminine constructs than do males. This effect may be due in part to the fact that
the cross gender-typed females use more gender-relevant constructs than do cross gendertyped males, thereby skewing the mean for females as a whole compared to males as a
whole. It may also be that the feminine gender role holds more importance for females than
does the male gender role, or than either role does for males in general.
In order to test whether cross gender-typed subjects were skewing the results, another
ANOVA was performed on the data excluding cross gender-typed subjects from the analyses
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(Table G4). The results still show a significant difference between the genders regarding
the number of feminine constructs generated, and the effect size is similar to the analyses
which include cross gender-tvped subjects (Table G-3), indicating that cross gender-tvped
females do not account for a great deal of the difference between males and females
regarding the use of feminine constructs.
When comparing the analyses in which subjects are grouped by gender to the
analyses in which subjects are grouped by gender role identity (Tables 3,4, G-2, and G-3),
we see that the analyses with subjects grouped by gender role identity results in a larger effect
size than when grouped by gender, for the masculine construct data. Therefore, Bern's
gender role classification is useful regarding the study o f the extent to which subjects use
constructs relating to the masculine gender role in describing people. However, the effect
size for the feminine constructs data is similar regardless of whether subjects are classified
by gender or gender role identity. Further study of the feminine gender role and its relation
to gender role identity is warranted.
The data from Table G-5 and G-6 show two-way ANOVAs using masculine and
feminine construct applications by gender of subject and gender of elements. The main
effect for gender of the element is to be expected in both cases because subjects in general
tend to apply more masculine constructs to males and more feminine constructs to females.
There is no significant main effect for gender of the subject regarding the masculine
construct data, but there is such an effect for the feminine construct data. This reflects, once
again, the tendency for females to use more feminine constructs.
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There is also a significant interaction between gender of the subjects and gender of
the element on both analyses, indicating that females were more likely to differentiate
between male and female elements using masculine and feminine constructs (see also Figures
G-l and G-2). This unexpected result is consistent with the finding that cross gender-typed
males and cross gender-typed females differ greatly in the extent to which they differentiate
males and females using gender-relevant constructs. Although the majority of both genders
arc traditionally gender-typed, the differences between traditionally gender-typed males and
traditionally gender-typed females in this analysis arc very small while the differences
between cross gender-typed males and cross gender-typed females are quite large. The
interaction may reflect the highly gender schematic-processing of cross gender-typed
females.
On the other hand, females in general may make more use of gender roles in
differentiating males and females than do males. This may occur because they arc more
restricted by the feminine gender role and are therefore more sensitive to both gender roles.
Regardless, the interaction effect size is rather small for the analyses in which subjects are
grouped by gender, but greater when subjects arc grouped by gender role identity (Tables
5 & 6). This is true o f both the masculine construct data and the feminine construct data.
The use of gender role classifications results in a more powerful differentiation between
group means, suggesting that the gender role classification system is useful in the study of
subjects’ use o f gender-relevant constructs.
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Finally, an ANOVA was performed to test for differences between male and female
subjects regarding the number of elements they classified as masculine or feminine using the
BSRI. The results, presented in Table G-7, show that females classified more elements as
gender-typed than did males. The same explanation used above may be invoked to explain
why females appear to stereotype more elements as masculine or feminine on the BSRI.
Cross gender-typed females may account for much of the difference between males and
females on this measure.
In order to test this hypothesis, another ANOVA was performed on the data
excluding cross gender-typed subjects (Table G-8). The analysis fails to show a significant
difference between males and females when cross gender-typed subjects are excluded.
Although one cannot accept the failure to find significant differences as proof o f a
hypothesis, this finding is consistent with the hypothesis that cross gender-typed subjects
account for much of the difference between males and females on this measure.
It should also be noted that the differences between males and females are much less
powerful than the differences between gender role identity groups (Table 7). The analysis
of the data by gender role identity group provides much more information about gender
schematic processing as well as identification with gender roles and the options that the
different groups choose in this regard. Therefore, gender schema theory provides a very
useful explanation and theoretical foundation for research in the field o f gender roles,
compared to a more simple analysis of gender differences.
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Implications for Gender Role Research
Overall, the results of the study are very encouraging. Gender schema theory
predicted the differences between traditionally gender-typed subjects and the aschematic
groups regarding the number of gender-relevant constructs generated by each group and the
way in which they are applied to elements of either gender. The theory also predicted the
finding that traditionally gender-typed subjects tend to classify others as gender stereotyped
as well.
Although the theory can account for the findings regarding cross gender-typed males,
the theory foiled to predict the findings regarding cross gender-typed females. A number of
assumptions were required to accommodate the cross gender-typed female data. Further
research is required regarding the construing o f gender roles on the part of cross gendertyped females.
The advantage that gender schema theory offers the researcher is that it does not
assume that gender roles hold significant meaning for all subjects. It takes a symbolic
interactionist perspective in that it looks upon gender roles as social constructions, as opposed
to real entities. Individuals are able to accept the construction and identify with one of the
two gender roles, or reject the construction in favour of some alternative construction.

Symbolic interactionism assumes that social constructions are open to change and
evolve through social interaction. While gender schema theory is consistent with this
theoretical foundation, researchers tend to use a methodology which may reify gender roles
or gender differences (Morawski, 1985). It is true that researchers continue to use the BSRI
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as a standard measure of gender role identification, often with the assumption that it
continues to accurately reflect the status of gender roles in North American culture. The use
of the scale in this way might cause us to believe that the items on the masculinity and
femininity subscales represent some immutable truth. Research is needed on alternative
constructions of gender as generated by subjects themselves.
As discussed earlier, alternative constructs such as "agentic" and "communal" have
been offered as descriptions of the differences between gender roles. Some of these
alternatives are the result of attempts to move away from gender-based constructs while still
offering a dichotomy to explain interpersonal functioning. Regardless o f the researcher's
construction of individual differences, if these themes are recognized by subjects as
describing traditional gender roles and are further used by the subjects to differentiate males
from females, then they are correctly referred to as gender role constructs.
The methodology used in this study provides a check on the validity o f the
BSRI in our culture by comparing results obtained using the BSRI to data generated in a fiee
response format. Undoubtably, there are temporal as well as geographic differences
regarding the content of gender roles even with a culture. However, the results found in the
current study as well as others in the gender schema literature continue to support the BSRI
as a useful tool for the purpose of measuring gender role identification. There appears to be
a close correspondence between identification with gender roles as represented on the BSRI
items and the use o f self-generated gender role constructs.
The RCQ technique also provides the researcher with a method of assessing the
construing of subjects which does not rely on a self-report inventory. Self-report inventories
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assume that the items are relevant to the construing ot' the subjects and that all subjects
understand the items in the same way (Landrine & Rlonoff, 1992). PCP suggests otherwise.
Such inventories may place certain demand characteristics on subjects so that subjects
respond to items and apply them to elements in ways that they would not had they not been
confronted with the inventory.
The ambiguity regarding androgynous subjects in the current research is a good
example. Although androgynous subjects endorse both masculine and feminine items on the
BSRI, they do not use gender-relevant constructs in their day-to-day construing. This
illustrates the need for a methodology which investigates the cognitive processes of subjects
in a less constraining fashion.
The next step in the application of PCP to gender rote research may be a return to
the repertory grid. It is possible to factor analyze repertory grid data (Ryle, 1975; Slater,
1976; 1977) in order to discover the individual's use of superordinate constructs. Analysis
o f these constructs may be used to assess the extent to which gender schema is a major
organizing principle within the grid. Alternately, one could examine the extent to which
elements cluster according to gender as a reflection o f gender-based construing.
Personal construct psychology adds considerably to the theoretical foundation of the
study o f gender roles in particular and social roles in general, as well as providing alternative
methodological options. Like symbolic interactionism, PCP assumes that individuals differ
in their construing o f people. In fact, PCP embraces the concept of personal differences by
asserting that people not only differ in the extent to which they identify with or even use
social constructions, they also differ in the very constructs they use to organize their social
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experience.
Personal construct psychology is, in fact, based on the belief that constructs are
personal. This approach emphasises the uniqueness of the individual's construct system,
thereby treating individuals as thinking, purposeful human beings. Unfortunately, the
drawback to this approach is that it makes nomothetic research difficult, and it tends to
understate the influence of culture on the individual's construct system. However, we have
seen here that PCP can be adapted and integrated with social theory to enable a better
understanding of the interaction between the self and society.
In fact, based on approaches which emphasise social process, it is difficult to
understand how an individual might avoid participating in the dominant social construction.
Perhaps the greatest benefit of a PCP approach to social process is that PCP provides a
theoretical foundation for the explanation of how and why some individuals develop and
maintain alternative constructions in the face of a culturally dominant social construction
such as gender role.
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APPENDIX A

BEM SEX ROLE INVENTORY
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DESCRIBE YOURSELF
On the following page, you will be shown a large number of personality
characteristics. We would like you to use those characteristics in order to describe
yourself. That is, we would like you to indicate, on a scale from 1 to 7, how true of you
these various characteristics are. Please do not leave any characteristic unmarked.

EXAMPLE:

Sly

Mark a I if you are NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER sly.
Mark a 2 if you are USUALLY NOT sly.
Mark a 3 if you are SOMETIMES BUT INFREQUENTLY sly.
Mark a 4 if you are OCCASIONALLY sly.
Mark a 5 if you are OFTEN sly.
Mark a 6 if you are USUALLY sly.
Mark a 7 if you are ALWAYS OR ALMOST ALWAYS sly.

Thus, if you feel you are sometimes hut infrequently "sly”, never or almost never
"malicious", always or almost alwavs "irresponsible", and often "carefree", then you
would rate these characteristics as follows:

SLY:
MALICIOUS:
IRRESPONSIBLE:
CAREFREE:

1..2.gU..5..6..7
(p.2..3..4..5..6..7
1..2..3..4..5..6.($>
1..2..3..4.@.6..7

R e p r o d u c e d with p e r m i s s io n of t h e co p y rig h t o w n e r. F u r th e r r e p r o d u c tio n prohibited w ith o u t p e r m is s io n .

DESCRIBE YOURSELF

1..................2................. 3.................... 4.....................3.....................6....
N ever o r
Alm ost
N ever

Usually
N ot

Som etim es
But
Infrequently

O ccasionally

Orton

Usually

PLEASE CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBERS
Self reliant:
Yielding:
Helpful:
Defends own beliefs:
Cheerful:
Moody:
Independent:
Shy:
Conscientious:
Athletic:
Affectionate:
Theatrical:
Assertive:
Flatterable:
Happy:
Strong personality:
Loyal:
Unpredictable:
Forceful:
Feminine:
Reliable:
Analytical:
Sympathetic:
Jealous:
Has leadership abilities:
Sensitive to the needs of others:
Truthful:
Willing to take risks:
Understanding:
Secretive:
Make decisions easily:
Compassionate:
Sincere:
Self-sufficient:
Eager to sooth hurt feelings:

I
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
I
1
i
I
I
I
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

^
4 s 6 7
4 s 6 7
7
*) > 4 s 6 7
*> > 4 s 6 7
7 >4 5 6 7
-I
7 >4 S 6 7
•y
4 5 6 7
7
0 >4 s 6 7
■> •> 4 5 6 7
**
7
4 5 6 7
~>
>4 5 6 7
7
4 5 6 7
?
4 5 6 7
7
4 5 6 7
7
4 5 6 7
7
4 5 6 7
7 3 4 5 6 7
7 S 4 5 6 7
7 3 4 5 6 7
7
4 5 6 7
*> 3 ..4..5 6 7
.4..5 6 7
7
7 *> 4 5 6 7
•y
7 *> 4 5 6 7
7
4 5 6 7
7 >4 5 6 7
*y
7 > 4 5 6 7
3 4 5 6 7
7 3 4 5 6 7
7 > .4. 5. 6. 7
7 3 4 5 6 7
7 3 4 5 6 7
7 3 4 5 6 7
0 3 4 5 6 7
7 3 4 5 6 7
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....7
A 1wavs
Or
Almost
Always
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o ............
N ever or
Almost
Never

Usually
Not

Som etim es
But
Infrequently

Conceited:
Dominant:
Soft-spoken:
Likable:
Masculine:
Warm:
Solemn:
Willing to take a stand:
Tender:
Friendly:
Aggressive:
Gullible:
Inefficient:
Acts as a leader:
Childlike:
Adaptable:
Individualistic:
Does not use harsh language:
Unsystematic:
Competitive:
Loves children:
Tactful:
Ambitious:
Gentle:
Conventional:

4........
Occasionally

5...

6....

Often

Usually

7
Always
Or
Almost
Alwavs

I
1
1
1

I
I
I
1

I
1
1
1

1
I
I
1

1
1
1
1

I
1
1
I
1

4 3 6 7
7 o, 4 *5 6 7
,3. 4 5 6 7
^ .j. 4 s 6 7
7 4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
°
4 5 6 7
0
4 5 6 7
7 4 5 6 7
■> 4 5 6 7
7
4 5 6 7
.■> 4 5 6 7
">
4 5 6 7
0 3 A.5..6..7
n A.5..6..7
7 .j. 4 5 6 7
0 .j. 4 5 6 7
<■*
0 . j . A.5..6. 7
7 .j. 4 3 6 7
7 .o.A.5..6..7
4 5 6 7
7
»■% 5
7
6 7
4
7 3 4 3 6 7
7 . j . A.5..6..7
7
4 5 6 7
0
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BEM SEX ROLE INVENTORY
SCORING KEY

MASCULINE KEYED ITEMS:

FEMININE KEYED ITEMS:

Self reliant
Defends own beliefs
Independent
Athletic
Assertive
Strong personality
Forceful
Analytical
Has leadership abilities
Willing to take risks
Make decisions easily
Self-sufficient
Dominant
Masculine
Willing to take a stand
Aggressive
Acts as a leader
Individualistic
Competitive
Ambitious

Yielding
Cheerful
Shy
AtYectionate
Flatterable
Loyal
Feminine
Sympathetic
Sensitive to the needs of others
Understanding
Compassionate
Eager to soothe hurt feelings
Soft-spoken
Warm
Tender
Gullible
Childlike
Does not use harsh language
Loves children
Gentle
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APPENDIX B

FUNDAMENTAL POSTULATE AND COROLLARIES
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Fundamental Postulate and Corollaries
Fundamental Postulate: A person's processes are psychologically channelized by the
ways in which he [she] anticipates events.
1.
Construction Corollary: A person anticipates events by construing their
replications.
2.
Individuality Corollary: Persons ditYer from each other in their construction of
events.
3.
Organization Corollary: Each person characteristically evolves, for his [her]
convenience in anticipating events, a construction system embracing ordinal relationships
between constructs.
4.
Dichotomy Corollary: A person's construct system is composed of a finite
number of dichotomous constructs.
5.
Choice Corollary: A person chooses for himself [herself] that alternative in a
dichotomized construct through which he [she] anticipates the greater possibility for
extension and definition o f his [her] system.
6.
Range Corollary: A construct is convenient for the anticipation of a finite range
of events only.
7.
Experience Corollary: A person’s construct system varies as he [she]
successively construes the replications of events.
8.
Modulation Corollary: The variation in a person's construction system is limited
by the permeability o f the constructs within whose range of convenience the variants lie.
9.
Fragmentation Corollary: A person may successively employ a variety of
construction subsystems which are inferentially incompatible with each other.
10.
Commonality Corollary: To the extent that one person employs a construction
o f experience which is similar to that employed by another, his [her] psychological
processes are similar to those of the other person.

11. Sociality Corollary: To the extent that one person construes the construction
processes of another, he [she] may play a role in a social process involving the other
person.
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APPENDIX C

PERSONAL CONSTRUCT PSYCHOLOGY GLOSSARY
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Personal Construct Psychology Glossary
Adapted from Bannister & Fransella (1971).
Emotions Relating to Transition
Threat: The awareness of imminent and comprehensive change in one's core structures.
Fear: The awareness of imminent incidental change in one’s core structures.
Anxiety: The recognition that the events with which one is confronted lie mostly outside
the range of convenience of one's construct system.
Guilt: The perception of one’s apparent dislodgement from one's core role structure.
Aggressiveness: The active elaboration of one's perceptual field.
Hostility: The continued effort to extort validational evidence in favour of a type of
social prediction which has already been recognized as a failure.
Aspects of Constructs

Range of Convenience: A construct's range of convenience comprises all those things to
which the user would find its application useful.
Focus of Convenience: A construct’s focus of convenience comprises those particular
things to which the user would find its application maximally useful. These are the
elements upon which the construct is likely to have been formed originally.
Elements: The things or events which are abstracted by a person's use of a construct are
called elements. In some systems these are called objects.
Context: The context o f a construct comprises those elements among which the user
ordinarily discriminates by means of the construct. It is somewhat more restricted than
the range of convenience, since it refers to the circumstances in which the construct
emerges for practical use and not necessarily to all the circumstances in which a person
might eventually use the construct. It is somewhat more extensive than the focus of
convenience, since the construct may often appear in circumstances where its application
is not optimal.
Pole: Each construct discriminates between two poles, one at each end of its dichotomy.
The elements abstracted are like each other at each pole with respect to the construct and
are unlike the elements at the other pole.
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Contrast: The relationship between the two poles of a construct is one of contrast.
Likeness End: When referring specifically to elements at one pole o f a construct, one
may use the term ‘likeness end' to designate that pole.
Contrast End: When referring specifically to elements at one pole of a construct, one
may use the term ‘contrast end' to designate the opposite pole.
Emergence: The emergent pole of a construct is that one which embraces most of the
immediately perceived context.
Implicitness: The implicit pole of a construct is that one which embraces contrasting
context. It contrasts with the emergent pole. Frequently the person has no available
symbol or name for it; it is symbolized only implicitly by the emergent term.
Symbol: An element in the context of a construct which represents not only itself but also
the construct by which it is abstracted by the user is called the construct's symbol.
Permeability: A construct is permeable if it admits newly perceived elements to its
context. It is impermeable if it rejects elements on the basis of their newness.
General Diagnostic Terms

Preverbal Constructs: A preverbal construct is one which continues to be used, even
though it has no consistent word symbols.. It may or may not have been devised before
the person had command of speech.
Submergence: The submerged pole of a construct is the one which is less available for
application to events.
Suspension: A suspended element is one which is omitted from the context o f a
construct as the result of revision of the person's construct system.
Level of Cognitive Awareness: The level of cognitive awareness ranges from high to
low. A high-level construct is one which is readily expressed in socially effective
symbols; whose alternatives are both readily accessible; which falls well within the range
of convenience of the client’s major constructions; and which is not suspended by its
superordinating constructs.
Dilation: Dilation occurs when a person broadens his [her] perceptual field in order to
reorganize it on a more comprehensive level. It does not, in itself, include the
comprehensive reconstruction o f those elements.
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Constriction: Constriction occurs when a person narrows his [her] perceptual field in
order to minimize apparent incompatibilities.
Comprehensive Constructs: A comprehensive construct is one which subsumes a wide
variety of events.
Incidental Constructs: An incidental construct is one which subsumes a narrow variety
o f events.
Superordinate Constructs: A superordinate construct is one which includes another as
one of the elements in its context.
Subordinate Constructs: A subordinate construct is one which is included as an element
in the context of another.
Regnant Constructs: A regnant construct is a kind of superordinate construct which
assigns each of its elements to a category on an all-or-none basis, as in classical logic. U
tends to be nonabstractive.
Core Constructs: A core construct is one which governs the person's maintenance
processes.
Peripheral Constructs: A peripheral construct is one which can be altered without
serious modification of the core structure.
Tight Constructs: A tight construct is one which leads to unvarying predictions.
Loose Constructs: A loose construct is one which leads to varying predictions but
retains its identity.
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1991 Study
Subjects
Subjects were 107 Introductory Psychology students enrolled at the University of
Windsor during the fall semester of 1991. The subjects were volunteers given a choice
among research projects in which to participate for academic credit. Data collection
occurred in groups over a three week period.

Procedure
Crockett Cognitive Complexity' Test. The Crockett Test consists of a series of sheets
of paper, each of which is ascribed to an individual with whom the subject is familiar. In the
case of the present study, the individuals to be described were given in the form of social
roles. The subjects were given seven pieces of paper each of which had one of the following
headings: Self, Ideal Self, Mother, Father, Romantic Interest, Best Friend of the Same Sex,
Best Friend o f the Opposite Sex.
The following instructions were read to the subjects:

"You have been given seven pages, each o f which has a description o f a
social role. You will be asked to think about the individual who best fits this role
for you. Please list, in point form, all the personality characteristics that you feel
apply to this person. You may use single words or phrases. After each
characteristic please indicate if the characteristic is positive, negative, or neutral
for the person you are describing by using one o f these symbols after each
characteristic (subjects' attention was drawn to the blackboard instructions described
below). You will be given three minutes per page and I will instruct you as to when
to begin andfinish each page. Please wait for the instructions that accompany
each page."
The data collection took place in classrooms at the University of Windsor and so
large blackboards were available. The following was written on the blackboard prior to the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

148

reading of the oral instructions:
Positive +
Negative Neutral 0
The following oral instructions were given with each individual social role:
SELF:

"Please list terms which describe your own character. "
IDEAL SELF:
"Imagine yourselfas you wish you could be and list terms which describe
your ideal self. "
MOTHER:
"Think o f your mother or step-mother, whoever is more appropriate for
you, and list terms that describe her character. I f you have neither, use the female
who best fills the role for you."
FATHER:
'Think o f yourfather or step-father, whoever is more appropriate for you.
and list terms that describe his character. I f you have neither, use the male who
best fills the rolefor you."
ROMANTIC INTEREST:
'Think o f your present boyfriend, girlfriend or spouse and list the terms you
feel describes him or her. I f you are not presently involved in such a relationship
you may use a past boyfriend, girlfriend, spouse or someone you would like to be
involved with."
BEST FRIEND OF SAME SEX:
"Think o f a friend who is the same sex as yourself and list the terms that
describe his or her personality."
BEST FRIEND OF OPPOSITE SEX:
”Think ofa friend who is the opposite sex as yourself and list the terms that
describe his or her personality."
Bern Sex Role Inventory. Attached to the Crockett Cognitive Complexity test was
the Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) used to assess gender-role identity (Bern, 1974). The
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Crockett test was done first in order to prevent the BSR1 from interfering with the construct
elicitation process. The BSRI consists of an instruction page followed by sixty "personality
characteristics" each of which is accompanied by a seven point Likert scale. The sub jects
were asked to indicate the extent to which each characteristic applies to them by circling the
appropriate response. The version of the BSRI used in this study is provided in Appendix
"A", a scoring key has been added. The title and nature of the BSRI were not revealed to
the subjects until debriefing.
A brief section regarding the subject's age, gender, and marital status followed the
BSRI. Subjects were debriefed as to the nature of the study following participation.
RESULTS
O f the 107 subjects, data from four subjects was excluded from the analysis due to
incomplete responses in the Crockett task. This left 51 males and 52 females in the study.
These subjects were then classified into gender-role classifications based on the median-split
method (Bern, 1977; Spence et. aL 1975). The median for the masculinity scores for this
sample was 99.5 while for femininity the median was 101.5. Nineteen subjects were classed
as androgynous, nine male and ten female. There were also nineteen undifferentiated
subjects, eleven male and eight female. Of the thirty-four subjects classed as feminine, six
were male and twenty-eight were female. Of the thirty-one masculine subjects, twenty-five
were male and six were female.
The Crockett test is scored by simply counting the number of constructs that each
subject uses in the descriptions he or she gives, not counting repeated constructs. While this
scoring method may seem rather subjective, the inter-judge reliability is usually quite high.
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In this case, inter-judge reliability was tested using the data from 20 randomly selected
subjects. Reliability was calculated at r^O.94.
The total number of constructs is referred to as the Cognitive Complexity score (CC),
In addition to the CC score, two other scores were calculated. These consisted of a count
of the number of "masculine" and "feminine" constructs. Constructs were classed as
masculine or feminine using a method similar to the method Bern (1974) used to select items
for the BSRI. An independent sample often males and ten females from the same subject
pool as the subjects were asked to judge each construct as to whether society sees that
characteristic as more appropriate for males or females. Constructs which were judged by
more than half the judges to be gender specific were classified accordingly.
ANOVAs were performed on the CC data as well as the total number of masculine
and feminine constructs used by each subject. No significant differences were found in total
CC between the gender-identity groups (Table D-l).
However, there were significant differences between the groups in the number of
masculine constructs (F=19.21, p<.001), and the number of feminine constructs (F=3.02,
p<.05) used by the subjects to describe people. A Scheffe’s test was done on the data to test
for differences between the groups. The results are presented in Tables D-2 and D-3.
As expected, aschematic gender identity groups (androgynous and undifferentiated)
generated significantly fewer masculine constructs than did the gender schematic groups
(gender-typed males and females). The analysis also reveals that cross gender-typed females
generated significantly more masculine constructs than every other group with the exception
o f gender-typed males. No significant differences were found for the number of feminine
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constructs data using the Scheffe test.
A large part of the variation in the number of masculine and feminine constructs data
seems to come from the ditYerences between the stereotyped gender-identities (masculine and
feminine) and the non-stereotyped gender-identities (androgynous and undifferentiated). In
order to examine the variance, another two ANOVAs were performed with the subjects
grouped into these two categories. The resutts (Tables D~4 and D-5) show significant
ditYerences between stereotyped and non-stereotyped gender-identities in the number of both
masculine (F=66.45, p<.001) and feminine constructs (F-S. 17, p-^.01) with the stereotyped
groups using more gender specific constructs.
Two more ANOVAs were performed on the data to compare males and females.
No significant difference was found between the genders on the number o f masculine
constructs (Table D-6) but there was a significant difference (F=8.09, p<.01) between males
and females in the number of feminine constructs. Females use more feminine constructs
than do males when describing people.
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T able D-l

COGNITIVE COMPLEXITY - 1991 STUDY
Mean Responses
Androgynous
Undifferentiated
Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females
Cross Gender-typed Males

47.89
46.05
47.21
50.00
56.17
44.00

Summary of the Analysis of Variance

Source of variation

df

MS

Gender Identity
Within Groups

5
97

136.0
173.5

0.78

NS
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Table D-2
NUMBER OF MASCULINE CONSTRUCTS - 1991 STUDY
Mean Responses
Androgynous
Undifferentiated
Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-tvped Females
Cross Gender-typed Males

S. 16
7.21
13.57
15.20
20.33
11.33

Summary of the Analysis o f Variance

Source o f variation________ df__________ MS_________ F___________ p
Gender Identity
Within Groups

5
97

292.1
15.2

19.21

<.001

Scheffe's Test for Multiple Comparisons

Androgynous vs Undifferentiated
Androgynous vs Gender-typed Females
Androgynous vs Gender-typed Males
Androgynous vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Androgynous vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Undi fferentiated vs Gender-typed Females
Undifferentiated vs Gender-typed Males
Undifferentiated vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Undifferentiated vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Females vs Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Gender-typed Males vs Cross Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males vs Cross Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females vs Cross Gender-typed Males
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<.01
<.01
<.01
<.01
<01
<.01

<.05

<.01
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Tabic D-3

NUMBER OF FEMININE CONSTRUCTS - 1991 STUDY
Mean Responses
Androgynous
Undifferentiated
Gender-typed Females
Gender-typed Males
Cross Gender-typed Females
Cross Gender-typed Males

9.16
9.11
11.57
10.48
14.00
9.50

Summary of the Analysis of Variance

Source o f variation________ df__________ MS_________ F___________ p
Gender Identity
Within Groups

5
97

36.4
12.1

3.02

<.05

Scheffe’s Test for Multiple Comparisons
No significant differences found.
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Table D-4
NUMBER OF MASCULINE CONSTRUCT, STEREOTYPED VS
NON-STEREOTYPED GENDER IDENTITIES - 1991 STUDY
Mean Responses
Stereotyped
Non-Stereotyped

14.77
7.6S

Summary of the Analysis o f Variance

Source of variation

df

MS

F

Gender Identity
Within Groups

I
101

1203.S
18.1

66.45

EL
<001

Table D-5
NUMBER OF FEMININE CONSTRUCTS, STEREOTYPED VS
NON-STEREOTYPED GENDER IDENTITIES - 1991 STUDY
Mean Responses
Stereotyped
Non-Stereotyped

11.19
9.13

Summary of the Analysis o f Variance
Source o f variation

df

MS

F

Gender Identity
Within Groups

1
101

101.1
12.4

8.17

P
<01
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Table D-6
NUMBER OF MASCULINE CONSTRUCTS, MALE VS FEMALES -1991 STUDY
Mean Responses
Females
Males

12.62
11.49

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source o f variation

df

MS

F

P

Gender
Within Groups

1
101

32.6
28.7

1.13

NS

Table D-7
NUMBER OF FEMININE CONSTRUCTS, MALES VS FEMALES - 1991 STUDY
Mean Responses
Females
Males

11.40
9.43

Summary o f the Analysis o f Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

Gender
Within Groups

1
101

100.2
12.4

8.09

p
<.01
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APPENDIX E

SAMPLE RESPONSE SHEET FOR THE CROCKETT RCQ TEST
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Sample Response Sheet for the
Crockett RCQ Test
MOTHER:
"Think o f your mother or step-mother, whoever is more apptopriate for you, and
list terms that describe her personality. If you have neither, use the female who best fills
the role for you."
After each descriptive term be sure to indicate if the term is positive, negative, or
neutral for the person you are describing.
Positive

+

Negative
Neutral

0
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APPENDIX F

BIOGRAPHICAL QUESTIONNAIRE
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GENERAL INFORMATION

Please answer the following questions:
Age:

years

Sex:

Male
Female

Sexual Orientation:

Heterosexual
Homosexual
Bisexual

Marital Status:

. Single
_Married
Divorced,
Separated, Widowed
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APPENDIX G

ANALYSES COMPARING MALES AND FEMALES
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Tabic G-l
COGNITIVE COMPLEXITY, MALES VS FEMALES
Mean Responses
45.8
44.9

Females
Males

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source o f variation

df

MS

F

Gender
Within Groups

I
189

721.7
163.8

4.4

P

r

<.05

.15

p

r

NS

.10

Table G-2
NUMBER OF MASCULINE CONSTRUCTS, MALES VS FEMALES
Mean Responses
Females
Males

12.6
11.5

Summary o f the Analysis o f Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

Gender
Within Groups

I
189

57.6
27.0

2.1
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Table G-3
NUMBER OF FEMININE CONSTRUCTS, MALES VS FEMALES
Mean Responses
Females
Males

11.0
9.4

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

Gender
Within Groups

1
189

110.6
12.5

8.7

P

r

<.01

.20

Table G-4
NUMBER OF FEMININE CONSTRUCTS, MALES VS FEMALES,
CROSS GENDER-TYPED SUBJECTS REMOVED FROM ANALYSIS
Mean Responses
Females
Males

10.7
9.5

Summary o f the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

Gender
Within Groups

1
167

57.74
12.24

4.72

p
<.05

R e p r o d u c e d with p e r m i s s io n of t h e co p y rig h t o w n e r. F u r th e r r e p r o d u c tio n prohibited w ith o u t p e r m is s io n .

r
.17

164
Table G-5
APPLICATION OF MASCULINE CONSTRUCTS BY GENDER
AND SEX OF ELEMENT
Mean Responses
Gender of Element
Male
10.5
9.4

Females
Males

Female
4.0
4.1

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

Within Groups
Gender
Within Cells
Gender o f Element
Interaction

189
1
189
1
1

19.95
27.28
10.04
3330.49
39.13

F

P. .

r

1.37

NS

.08

<.001
<.05

.80
.14

331.79
3.90
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Table G-6
APPLICATION OF FEMININE CONSTRUCTS BY GENDER
AND SEX OF ELEMENT
Mean Responses
Gender of Element

Females
Males

Male
4.0
3.7

Female
9.0
7.4

F

P

r

8.76

<.01

.21

337.06
7.11

<.001
<.01

.80
.19

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source o f variation

df

MS

Within Groups
Gender
Within Cells
Gender o f Element
Interaction

189
1
189
I
1

9.90
86.73
5.22
1760.33
37.14
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Table G-7
GENDER ROLE ATTRIBUTION. MALE VS FEMALE
Mean Responses
3.7
3.4

Females
Males

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

Gender
Within Groups

1
189

8.8
1.5

6.0

P

r

<.05

.17

Tabic G-8
GENDER ROLE ATTRIBUTION, MALES VS FEMALES,
CROSS GENDER-TYPED SUBJECTS REMOVED FROM ANALYSIS
Mean Responses
3.7
3.5

Females
Males

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

c

Gender
Within Groups

1
167

2.20
1.468

1.50

P

r

NS

.09
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Figure G -l

Application of Masculine Constructs By Gender Role
and Sex of Element

12 T
ii
i

Number of Masculine Constructs Applied

10 +

FEMALE
Sex of Element

—&—Females

•

Males
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Figure G-2

Application of Feminine Constructs By Gender Role
and Sex of Element
9

Number of Feminine Constructs Applied

8

7
6

5

4
3
2

1

0 —
MALE
Sex of Element

Males
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